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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION - Fees FOR ELIGIBILITY TESTS 
CONDUCTED BY THE COMMISSION FOR PERSONS IN SERVICE 

ORDERS ISSUED . 


PUBLIC (SERVICES.D ) DEPARIM NT 
G. O. (MS). Vo . 112 /PD . 

Daled , Trivandrum , 191h April 1969 . 


Read:-1. G. O. (MS) 301/68,PD . d ted 26-9-1 68 . 
2. Letter No EI 3)-31552/64 d ted 26-2-1969 fiort the 
Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission . 

ORDER 
In G. O. (MS) 301 /68 / PD dated 6-9-1968 it was ordered , au ong other 
things, that L. D. Typists who re approved prob rioners or full members 
will be allowed to appear for the competitive examination conducted by the 
Public Service Commission for selection of L. D. Clerks in the Kerala 
Ministerial Subordinate Service and for selection of L. D. Clerks,Assistants 
Grade II in the Secretariat, Public Service (Commission s Office etc. provided 
they have the prescribed educational qualification for admission to the test . 
As no fee for this cligibility test was prescribed in the above G. O , the Public 
Service Commission , in their letter second cited , have requested Government 
to fix the rate of fee as Rs. 7 . 

2. Government after examining the prop.sul a e pleased to fix the rate of 
fee for the tests mentioned below . 
Name of test 

Fec 

Rs. 
Eligibility test for appoitment of L. D. Typists 

as L. D. Clerks Assistants Grade II in the 
concerned Offices 

7. 
Government are also pleased to ratify the action of the Public Service 
Commission in having published a notification in the Government Gazette 
dated 4-3-1969 prescribing the fee of Rs. 7 for admission to the above 
eligibility test in anticipation of sanction of Government. 

By order of the Governor, 

S , ANANTAKRISHNAN , 

Special Secretary. 
G. 1783 
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То 


All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Departments of the Se retariat (all Sections) including Law , 

Finance and Legislatu e. 
All Officers of the Secretariat of and above the rank of Assistant 

Secretary . 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission ( with C. L.) 
The Secretary , Vigilance Commission (with C. L.) 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board (with C. L ) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala (with C. L.) 
The Registrur, University of Calicut (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, High Court, Eina ulam (with C. L ) 
The GeneralManager, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 

(with CL ) 
The Advocate General, Ernak lam (with C. L.) 
The Accountant General, Trivandrum . 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers . 
The Secretary to the Governor. 
The Stenographer to the Chiei Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
INTEGRATION OF SERVICES - FOREST DEPARTMENT --CORRECTION OF 
DATE OF COMMENCEMENT OF CONTINUOUS SERVICE IN THE 
EQUATED CATEGORY OF SHRI P. K.ABDUL RAHMAN 

ERRATUM ISSUED . 


PUBLIC (SERVICES C ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. ( P ) 255/PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd August 1969 . 


Read : -i. G. O. (P ) 331/Public dated 11-8-1966 . 

2. D. 0. letter No. E3-21468/67 dated 4-9-1967, from the 
Administrative Officer to Chief Conservator of Forests. 

ORDER 
Government order that the date 18-10-1948 occurring in Columr 7 
(on page 6-7 ) against the name of Shri P. K. Abdul Rahiman , Rank No. 55 
among the Lower Division Clerks of the list published with the G. O. first 
read above will be corrected as 17-2-1950, since he was appointed as Lower 
Division Clerk in the Forest Department only on that date ( 18-10-1948 ) being 
the date of his commencement of continuous services under Government. 

By order of the Governor , 
C. P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Joint Secretary 


TO 


The Chief Conservator of Forests. 
The Agriculture (Forest) Department. 
The Accountant General, Trivandrum . 


G. 


1764 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public (Miscellaneous) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 39775 /M3/69/PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd August 1969. 
In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (1) of Article 299 of the 
Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hereby makes the following 
amendments to the Notification No. 4712 /M3/68 / PD) dated the 29th May 
1968 published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 26 dated the 25th June, 
1968 , as subsequently amended namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said Notificatio:1, in the item “ XVII in the case of industries 
Department” 

( 1) in clause (c ), for the words and brackets " By the Joint Director 
of Industries and Commerce (Small Scale Industries)" , the following shall be 
substituted , namely : 
“ By the Additional Director of Industries and Commerce ( Technical) : - " ; 

( 2) in clause (d ), for the words and brackets " By the Joint Director 
of Industries and Commerce (Handloom )” , the following shall be substituted , 
namely: 

" By the Additional Director of Industries and Commerce: " ; 

(3 ) in clause (g ), for the words " By the Handloom Development 
Officers the following shall be substituted , namely : 

" By the District Industries Officers: - " ; 

(4 ) in clause (h ), for the words and brackets “ By the Community 
Project Officers: - ( Industries)" , the following shall be substituted , 
namely : 
“ By the Joint Director (Rural Industries) : - " 

By order of the Governor, 

G. SUKUMARAN NAIR , 

Deputy Secretary . 
To 

All Heads of Departments . 
All Departments of the Secretariat. 
The Accountant General. 
The Registrar, University of Kerala (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, University of Calicut (with C. L.). 
The Secretary , Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board (with C.L.) 
The Secretary , Vigilance Commission . 
All Secretaries , Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy 

Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries . 
The Private Secretaries to the ChiefMinister and other Ministers . 
The Stenographer to the Chief Secretary . 


G. 1765 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No 29365/H2/69 /LSWD. Daled , Trivandrum , 2012 August 1969. 

The award of Shri Salin M. Merchant in respect of the dispute 
bel :veen the Kerala State Electricity Board , Trivandrum and its 

Esecutive Employees represented by the Kerala State Electricity 
• Board Executive Employee s Union , Trivandrum received by Govern 
menton 14-8-1969 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes. Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor , 

C.K. Kochukoshy, 

Secretary 


BEFORE SHRI SALIM M. MERCHANT, ARBITRATOR 
Arbitration under Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (Act XIV of 1947) in the matter of the Industrial Dispute 

Between 
THE KERALA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD 

And 
ITS EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES 
REPRESENTED BY THE KERALA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD 

EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES UNION 
Appearances : 
For the Kerala State Electricity Board : Shri K. U. R. Shenoi, Advocate with 

Shri K. Chandrashekaran Nair , 
Personnel 3. Officer and Shri 
P. Sivathang 

Pillai, 

Senior 

Superintendent. 
Fór the Kerala State Electricity Board Shri T. C. N. Menon , Advocate , 
Executive Employees Union : 

President, with Shri K. Damodara 
Kurup, Advocate , assisted by 
Shri P. K. Gopalakrishna Pillai, 
General Secretary and Shri 

K. N. Ali Koya - Joint Secretary . 
For the Kerala State Electricity Board Shri M. P. Menon , Advocate with 

Junior Engineers Association : Shri E. Justus, General Secretary . 
State : Kerala 

Industry : Electricity Board . 
Dated at Bombay , this 12th day of August, 1969. 
G. 1746 
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AWARD 


By an agreement under Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Act XIV of 1947), dated 10-12-1966 ( Exhibit W. 8 ) between the Kerala 
State Electricity Board , Trivandrum , (hereinafter referred to as the Board ) 
and the Kerala State Electricity Board Executive Employees Union (here 
inafter referred to as the Union ) certain matters in respect of the industrial 
dispute pending between the parties were agreed to for immediate imple 
mentation , and 19 other issues were agreed to be referred to my arbitration 
under Clause 28 of the said agreement. The Government of the Kerala by 
Health Labour Department (Health and Labour H ) Notification No. 85089 
H2/66 /HLD dated 12-4-1967 made under Section 10A (3 ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act (Central Act 14 of 1947), was pleased to publish the said Arbitra 
tion Agreement. 

2. Another Notification No. 85089/H2/66-1 /HLD also dated , 12th April 
1967, made under Sub -Section 3A of Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 , (Act 14 of 1947), read with Rule 8A of the Kerala Industrial Dis 
putes Rules, 1957, was published for information and opportunity was thereby 
given , as required by the said Sub -Section 3A , to the employers and workmen 
who were not parties to the Arbitration Agreement but were concerned in 
the dispute for presenting their case before the Arbitrator. Both these noti 
fications were published in the Kerala Government Gazette dated 9-5-1967 
at pages 203 and 204. The 19 specific matters in dispute referred to my 
arbitration are as follows: 

( 1) Pay Revision 
(2 ) Weightage. 
( 3 ) Dearness Allowance . 
(4 ) Whether the post of 2nd Grade Overseer be treated as promotion 

post and the salary scale fixed as demanded by the Union ? 
(5). Whether 25 % of the existing Drivers should be placed in the 

higher of the scales as demanded by the Union ? 
(6 ) Risk allowance. 
(7) City Compensatory Allowance . 
(8 ) Children s Education Allowance. 

Whether the demand for payment of irrecoverable advance to 
employees transferred to stations 80 or more kilometers away . 

is justifiable ? 
( 10 ) Whether the employees should be allowed travelling allowance 

and joining time for transfers on request ? 
(11) , Whether the employees posted at stations 100 or more kilometers 

away from their homes be allowed special leave for 7 days in a 

year ? 
( 12 ) Whether the retiring employees should be paid travelling 

allowance for them and their families from the places of work 

to their permanent residence ? 
(13) Whether the promotion quota of Assistant Linemen to Linemen 

requires any revision , and if so , in what manner ? 
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manner . 


( 14 ) Whether the ratio between Diploma Holders directly recruited 

and Certificate Holders promoted from Overseers Gradc II to 
the cadre of Overseers Grade I requires any revision ? If so , in 

what manner ? 
(15) Whether the Union s demand that all employees should be 

granted interest free loans for the purchase of cycles or motor 

cycles is justifiable ? 
( 16 ) Is the Union s demand that in view of the risky nature of work , 

the Board should pay to the employees a premium of Life Policy, 

up to 50 times of their salary is justified ? 
(17) Whether the Project allowance, Special Project allowance and 

Investigation allowance require any revision ? If so, in what 
(18) Whether all the executive employees working in high ranges 

and hilly areas are entitled to get two sets of warm clothings per 

year ? If not, to what relief are they entitled ? 
(19) Whether the Union s demand that all employees should be 

paid a house rent allowance of 10 % of their salary is justified ? 

If not, to what relief are the employees entitled ? 
3. As the arbitration agreement was signed on behalf of the Executive 
Employees of the Board by the Executive Employees Union , notice was, 
therefore , initially issued to that Union for its written statement of claim , 
which its General Secretary, Shri P. K.Gopalakrishna Pillai, filed at Bombay 
on 16-6-1967. The written statement is dated 15-6-1967. The Board , 
after obtaining extension of time, filed its written statement in reply dated 
29-7-1967, to which the Union filed its rejoinder dated 14-8-1967. 

4. Thereafter,a petition dated 5-10-1967 was filed by Shri S. Nagappan 
Nair , a Yard Mechanic, who desired to be separately represented and heard . 
Though this was not permissible because an individual workman cannot 
apart from the Union be allowed to be separately represented in an industrial 
dispute , as the representatives of the Board and of the other Unions did not 
object to it, I allowed him to be separately represented by his learned 
advocate Shri Kunja Krishna Pillai. may state that by consent of parties 
I heard the evidence of Shri S. Nagappan Nair in support of his claim and also 
heard the detailed submissions of his learned Advocate , and with the repre 
sentatives of the other parties and his Advocate, I inspected certain places 
of work which S. Nagappan Nair desired to be inspected . If I did not at 
first visit a particular place which he wanted to be inspected , it was because 
his learned Advocate stated that he did not desire that work -place to be 
inspected . S. Nagappan Nair s written statement of claim is dated 18-10-1967 
to which the Board filed its written statement in reply on 20-11-1967 and to 
which S. Nagappan Nair filed a rejoinder dated 28-11-1967 . 

5. The second impleading petition was filed on 16-10-1967 on behalf 
of the Junior Engineers by the Kerala State Electricity Board Junior Engi 
ncers Association (hereinafter referred to as the Association ), to which the 
Board filed its written statement of objections dated 8-11-1967. After hearing 
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the submissions of Shri M. P. Menon , Advocate for the Association , and the 
submissions of the learned Advocates of the Board and of the Union , by my 
order dated 21-12-1967, I held that the Association was entitled to appear 
in the Arbitration proceedings before me and present its case on behalf of 
the Junior Engineers, but not so as to enlarge the scope of the industrial 
dispute under reference . The Association thereafter filed its written statement 
of claim dated 22-12-1967 to which the Board filed its written statement 
on merits on 27-12-1967, without prejudice to the objection which it had 
urged in its written statement dated 14-8-1967 that Junior Engineers were 
not workmen , and therefore, not covered by the reference . 

6. The third impleading petition was filed on 6-11-1967 by the Kerala 
State Electricity Board Employees Union which represented about 3,700 
ministerial employees of the Board . This Union was represented by Shri 
M. V. Joseph , Advocate. This impleading petition was supported by the 
affidavit of its Vice-President, Shri P. K. Mathew . The Board filed its 
written statement dated 8-11-1967 opposing the petition , and the Executive 
Employees Union opposed it at the hearing of the petition at Trivandrum 
on 27-11-1967. By my order dated 21-12-1967, I rejected this impleading 
petition . 

7. The fourth impleading petition , dated 16-11-1967 was filed by the 
Kerala State Electricity Board Work Establishment Employees Union to 
which the Board filed its written statement of objections dated 28-11-1967. 
The Executive Employees Union though , it did not file any written statement 
opposing this petition , opposed it at the hearing. Against my order dated 
21-12-1967, rejecting this Petition , the Work Establishment Employees 
Union filed a Writ Petition in the High Court of Kerala , being Writ Petition 
O. P. No. 642 of 1968. The High Court of Kerala was pleased to pass an 
order dated 29-2-1968 restraining me from passing my final award in this 
reference till the disposal of the Writ Petition . Thereafter , by judgment 
dated 9-10-1968, his Lordship , Shri K. K. Mathew J. was pleased to dismiss 
the Writ Petition and set aside the stay order. Against this judgment the 
Work Establishment Employees Union filed a Writ Appeal before a Division 
Bench of the High Court of Kerala which was dismissed on 19-11-1968 . 

8. At the hearing before me, the Executive Employees Union examined 
the following 8 witnesses viz . ( 1) Shri V. Ayyappan Pillai, Line-Helper 
(WW1), (2 ) Shri Livingston Paul Joshua , Asstt. Lineman (WW2), (3) 
Shri S. G. Sreewallabhan Nair, Lineman (WW3), (4 ) Shri K. C.Sathyadas 
Nadar , 2nd Grade Overseer (Electrical) (WW4), (5 ) Shri K. E. Varghese, 
2nd Grade Overseer (Civil) (WW5), (6 ) Shri R. Sadasivan Nair, Junior 
Engineer (Electrical) (WW6), (7) Shri K.N. Ali Koya, 1st Grade Overseer 
(Electrical) --- now Junior Engineer - Joint Secretary of the Union (WW7) 
and (8 ) Shri P. K. Gopalakrishna Pillai, 1st Grade Overseer, General 
Secretary of the Union (WW8). The Junior Engineers Association examined 
the following 3 witnesses viz : (1 ) Shri S. Balakrishna Menon , Junior 
Engineer (Electrical) - (AWWI), (2) Shri S. Sankaran , Junior Engineer 
E ( lectrical) - (AWW2) and (3) Shri E. Justus, Junior Engineer (Civil) 
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Secretary of the Association (AWW3). As stated carlier , Shri S. Nagappan 
Nair, Yard Mechanic examined himself (BWW1). The Board cxamined 
two witnesses namely ( 1) Shri G. Ramachandran --- the then Accounts 
Member of the Board (MW1) and ( 2) Shri E. U.Mathew , Technical Member 
of the Board (MW2) . 

9. The procedure adopted by consent of all parties, was that aflidavits 
of witnesses were first filed and copies thereof served on the Opposite Partics. 
The witnesses were then formally examined at the hearing about the correctness 
of the contents of their respective affidavits and then werc tendered for cross 
examination . 

10. At the hearing a large number of exhibits were filed both on behalf 
of the Board and also on behalf of the Union and the Association . 

Shri 
S. Nagappan Nair also filed séparte exhibits in support of his individual claim . 
The witnesses of both parties were subjected to lengthly and detailed cross 
examination . 

11. I may state at the request of the parties. I-inspected the Idikki 
Project on 6-1-1968 and inspected on 20-5-1969 the Palli Vassal Generating 
Station at Chittapuram , as also the Sengulam Pump House which pumpswater 
from the generating station and the river into the Sengulam Power 
Station . At the request of the parties, I also inspected the Vellayambalam 
and the Beach Electrical Sections at Trivandrum on 19-5-1969 and the Vyttilla 
66 K.V. Sub -station at Ernakulam 

on 21-5-1969. 
12. Before I deal with the merits of the 19 demands under reference , it 
is necessary to give a brief account of the earlier industrial disputes between 
the Board and its employees, as also of the events leading up to the present 
reference. 

13. The first industrial dispute was raised in 1958 and was referred for 
adjudication to Shri K. Purushothaman Nair, the Kerala State Industrial 
Tribunal, Trivandrum . That was a major Industrial Dispute and covered 
demands for wage scales, dearness allowance and other terms and conditions 
of service . The learned Industrial Tribunalmade its award dated 30-10-1961 
which was published under Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
in the Kerala Government Gazette No. 47 dated 28-11-1961, under Govern 
ment Notification No. 88626 /L2/61-1 /HLD dated 21-11-1961. ( Exhibit W2) 

The Board , being dissatisfied with the award , filed an appeal by special leave 
before the Supreme Court,being Civil Appeal No. 1052 of 1963. A 
was obtained by the Board from the Hon ble Supreme Court and, during the 
pendency of the appeal, a stetlement was reached on 8-4-1965 between the 
Board and the Executive Employees Union : The settlement covered ali 
disputes between the parties regarding implementation of the Award in I.D. 
No. 45 of 1958, A copy of the Settlement of 8-4-1965 has been filed in this 
proceedings and is on record as Exhibit W.3A. By clause,6 of that settlement 
it was agreed between the parties that joint compromise petition would be 
filed before the Supreme Court in the said Civil Appeal No. 1052 of 1963 
requesting the Supreme Court to pass orders in terms of the said settlement 


stay order 
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and in supersession of the Award under appeal. This settlement was signed 
on behalf of the Executive Employees Union by its then President, Shri 
P. K. Dewer and the then General Secretary the late Shri V. I. Lakshmanan , 
this settlement was reached before Conciliation offcer under Labour Commi 
ssioner, Kerala State. Paragraph one of the terms of this settlement provided 
as follows, regarding Junior Engineers :-- 

" The Union agrees that by virtue of the nature of their duty and 
functions, the Junior Engineers in the employment of Kerala State Electri 
city Board are not workmen as defined under the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, and that they have no right to raise an Industrial Dispute 

regarding their terms and conditions of service.” 
Under that settlement, the Management agreed to implement the revised 
scale of pay and allowances, with certain modifications stated in Para 3 of the 
said settlement. It is , however, necessary to point out that the revised scales 
of pay were made operative from 1-12-1961 and not as awarded by Shri 
Purushothaman Nair from 1-4-1958.. However , fitments were made in the 
revised scales, as if the revised scaleswere introduced with effect from 1-4-1958 
but the workmen were not to be entitled to arrears of pay or allowances from 
1-4-1958 to 1-12-1961. As provided for in the settlement, a joint petition was 
filed before the Supreme Court which in disposing off the said 

Civil Appeal 
No. 1052 of 1963, made an order in terms of the Settlement. 

14 . In its chronological order , the next industrial dispute was the one 
raised by the Clerks and other employees of the Allied and Miscellaneous 
Sections of the Board respresented by the Kerala State Electricity Board 
Employees Union , Ernakulam , which was referred to the Arbitration of 
Shri G Kumara Pillai, retired judge of the Kerala High Court by an agreement 
in Conciliation dated 8-7-1965 entered into between the Board and that Union . 
This reference was, like the instant one , under Section 10A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The demands under that reference had been made by the 
Union on 7-12-1964 , and the award was made by the Learned · Arbitrator 
ShriG.Kumara Pillai on 14-3-1967 (Ex.W.11 ). I shall hereafter refer to this 
Award as the Kumara Pillai Award . is necessary to notice here that the 
Kumara Pillai Award in awar dearness allowance , to the ministerial 
staff of the Board , att he Central Government rates directed as follows: 

" If the Board gives dearness allowances at higher rates to its other 
employees or links it to cost of living index in the case of the Executive 
Employees, then the same course should be adopted as regards non 

executive employees also." (Para 4.20 of Exhibit W. 11). 
In the sameconnection ,by Para 4.20 of his Award ( Ex . W.11), ShriG.Kumara 
Pillai observed as follows : 

“ Considering the increases in the pay scales allowed by this award 
and the mode of fixation of pay, taking into consideration dearness pay 
also , I would hold that for the time being dearness allowance at the rates 
allowed by the Central Government from time to time, will be sufficient." 
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15. The Kumara Pillai Award also directed that if any increase in housc 
rent allowance or the existing rates of project allowance, operation allowance , 
local allowance, special project allowance and extra operation allowance are 
allowed in the case of Executive Employees , similar increase will be given to 
the non - executive employees also . He further recommended that if Execu 
tive Employees are given City Allowance such allowance will be given to the 
non - executive employees too. 

16. I shall revert to these and other directions of the Kumara Pillai 
Award , later in this Award . 

17. I have not felt it necessary to recapitulate the history of the disputes 
between the Board and its employees prior to the Purushothaman Nair Award 
in I.D. No. 45 of 1958 , as the same have been referred to and dealt with in 
great detail in paras 2.7 to 2.24 in the Kumara Pillai Award . Paras 2.28 
to 2.37 of that award gives in detail the directionscontained in the Purusho 
thaman Nair Award . 

18. The next Industrial Dispute to which reference must be made was 
the dispute between the Board and its Engineers which was referred to the 
Arbitration of Shri R. Sankaran , retired Chief Justice 

of the 
High Court of Kerala . This dispute related to the pay scale and 
weightage claimed for the Engineers, including Junior Engineers, by the 
Kerala State Electricity Board Engineers Association and the Award therein 
(hereinafter referred to as the Sankaran Award ) is dated 6-4-1967 (Exhibit W. 
10 ). The Sankaran award prescribed for Junior Engineers the pay scale of 
Rs. 325-20-425-25-525 , with effect from 1-1-1966 . 

19. The next important industrial dispute was also referred to Shri K. 
Sankaran , as the One Man Commission by Board s Order (Exhibit AW . 14 ) 
for revising the existing pay scales of Ministerial Gazetted Officers. By his 
Report dated 12-4-1968 (Exhibit AW . 24 ), the Commission , recommended the 
pay scale of Rs. 500-25-650 for Divisional Accountants, Senior Superintendents , 
Superintendent (Accounts ) and Confidential Assistant. The Board did not 
accept this recommendation ofthe Commission and reduced the recommended 
pay scale to Rs . 350-25-650. The Board on the other hand, raised the pay 
scales of the Deputy Chief Accounts Officer and the Chief Accounts Officer 
from Rs . 900-50-1200 and Rs. 1000-50-1300 respectively recommended by 
the Commission to Rs. 1000-50-1300 and Rs. 1200-50-1500 respectively . 

20. It is also relevant to state that the Kerala State Government appo 
inted a Pay Commission by Order No. 356 /68 /FIN dated 9-7-1968 for enquiry 
into the scale ofpay and relative matters of Government servants and employees 
of Local Bodies. This was consequent upon the representations made by 
Non Gazetted Officers Union and other Assocaitions of State Government 
Employees for rectification of certain anomalies in the pay scales,revised by the 
Government with effect from 1-1-1966 . The Pay Commission made a perli 
minary Report on 14-2-1969 setting forth its preliminary conclusions and 
later submitted its final report to Government on 10-5-1969 . After carefully 
examining the recommendations of the Commission , the Government was 
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pleased to issue its final Order No. GO ( P )290 /69 /FIN dated 9-6-1969. The 
révised Government pay scales are to take effect from 1-7-1968 "and not from 
1-1-1966 . It is necessary to note that the Government Order on the Pay 
Commission s report has not raised the pay of Officers who are in the scales 
of pay having a minimum of Rs. 600 and above. (See Page ii of Government 
Order referred to above) It is interesting to note that the Member Secretary 
of this Pay Commission was Shri V. Ramachandran , I.A.S., a former Member 
and now the Chairman of the Board . I shall when dealing with the demand for 
revised pay scales of certain categories of employees .. 
of the Board make reference to the corresponding pay scales recom 
mended by the Pay Commission for like categories of employees in Kerala 
State Government Service in Departments like the Public Works Department. 

21. Comming now to the 19 terms of reference herein , the first 3 relate 
to pay revision , weightage and dearness allowance ; of the remaining 16 demands 
Demand Nos. 6 , 7, 8 , 10 , 12 , 17 and 19 are for payment of certain 
allowances for one or other categories of employees of the Boards. The remain 
ing 9 demands relate to special benefits for certain specified categories oi 
employees under special circumstances. 

22. I shall deal with the demand for pay scales , dearness allowance and 
weightage together. At the hearing, submissions were also made by the 
representatives of the Union and the Board on these three issues together. 
What I propose to do is first to give a summary of the submissions contained 
in the written statements of the parties on each of the issues under reference ; 
then deal with the evidence, both oral and documentary on record , the argu 
ments advanced and finally give my findings and the reasons in support of my 
findings. 

23. The Executive Employees Union , in its written statement of claim 
dated 15-6-1967 , has, before dealing with the merits of each demand made 
certain general observations and has given an account of the events 
leading up to the reference of this dispute to Arbitration . This dispute arose 
out of the Board s refusal to concede the demands made by this Union by its 
Memorandum of Demands dated 30-4-1966 reiterated by it on 22-7-1966 . 
Thereafter , on 18th November , 1966 this Union served a strike notice on the 
Board intimating that unless the demands contained in the strike notice were 
conceded , the workmen would go on an indefinite strike from the 16th Decem 
ber, 1966. Thereupon direct negotiations were held from 5-12-1966 to 
10-12-1966 when the Settlement (Ex. W8) was reached whereby the Board 
agreed to refer the outstanding 19 demands for Arbitration to me. Certain 
other demands were settled during the course of negotiations and were to be 
implemented by the Board . 

24. In its written statement of claim the Union has claimed , 
and this claim is not disputed , that it represents a majority of the Executive 
Staff of the Board and is their sole representative. The Union has submitted 
that at no time in the past the wage scale and other conditions of service of 
the Executive Employees had been determined scientifically . 
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25. Giving a brief account of the formation of the Board , the Union 
has pointed out that the Kerala State Electricity Board was constituted with 
effect from 1-4-1957 when it took over the Electricity Department of the Kcrala 
State, which was until then running all the clectrical undertakings. Upon 
formation of the Board , the entire staff of the electricaldepartment was taken 
over by the Board , the staff becoming its exclusive employces. The Union 
has stated that in spite of the fact that these employees thus became the emplo 
yees of the autonomous statutory corporation from 1-4-1957 , their service 
conditions continued to remain those which were applicable to them as Gov 
ernment employees and no attempt was made to treat them as employees 
of a commercial undertaking. The Union s complaint is that the various pay 
revision orders issued by the Kerala Governmentfor its employees were applicd 
to the Board s employees also , with little alterations and even at present the 
wage scales are those which were formulated by the State Government for its 
own employees with very little variations made by the Board and applicd to 
its employees with effect from 1-1-1966 . Regarding dearness allowance the 
executive employees are now paid dearness allowance at the old State Gov 
ernment rates. The Union has complained that even though with effect 
from 1-1-1967, the State Government has introduced the CentralGovernment 
rates of dearness allowance for its own employees, the Board did not extend 
the benefits of the same to its Executive Employees. The Union in its written 
statement has referred to the award of the Learned Industrial Tribunal Shri 
K. Purushothaman Nair in I.D. No. 45 of 1958 and it has also referred to the 
appeal of the Board to the Supreme Court against that award and the settle 
ment dated 8-4-1965 by which the whole of that dispute was compromised . 
. As I have earlier referred to these events, I do not think it is necessary to repeat 
the Union s observations thereon as contained in its written statement of 
claim except to state that the Union has complained thatthe compromise settle 
ment did notmake any attempt to evolve a scientific pay structure .or Execu 
tive Employees on par with similar employees in other commercial under 
takings . 

The Union s complaint is that the said settlement of 8-4-1965 had 
made only very slight changes in the pay scale of a few categories of Executive 
Employees and it was for this reason that the Union terminated that 
settlement. 

26. In para 6 of its written statement, the Union has urged that the Board 
is an autonomous statutory corporation and is a flourishing dynamic industrial 
undertaking in the public sector ; that its functions, both fiscal and adminis 
trative, have been commercialised and there is nothing in common between 
the Board s Employees and the Employees of the Kerala State Government. 
The Union has submitted that the Board has got the financial capacity to pay 
a living wage to its employees and apart from its stable financial condition 
at present, the prospects of improving its financial resources are very bright. 
The Union has submitted that the present pay scales, dearness allowance and 
other service conditions of the Executive Employees of the Board are far lower 
than those of similar employees in other commercial undertakings in the State, 
The Union has submitted that the Board is a full- fledged industrial under 
taking attracting all the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act and the 
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question whether the Board is a commercial undertaking and whether its 
employees are entitled to be treated on par with employees of other commercial 
undertaking have been finally settled in two separate Arbitration proceedings 
one relating to the Ministerial staff-- the Kumara Pillai Award- and the 
other relating to the engineers employed by the Board -- the Sankaran 
Award - and as the decisions of these arbitratorshave been accepted and imple 
mented by the Board , the Board is .estopped from contending otherwise in 
these proceedings. The Union has , at the end of para 6 of its written 
statement of claim , stated that the capacity of the Board to pay almost a 
living wage has also been accepted in these two i Arbitrations, and the Union 
was prepared to adduce evidence to prove this fact. 

27. On Issue No. 1 relating to pay scales the Union has submitted that in 
neither of the two pay revisions, (a ) on the basis of the pay revision orders 
issued by the Government of Kerala and (b ) the revision as per settlement of 
3-4-1965 (Ex.W. 3A ) by which the pay scales awarded in I.D. No. 45 of 1958 
were revised, any attempt was made to fix pay scale of each category of the 
workmen taking into consideration the nature of the work done by each and on 
a comparison with the pay scales for similar categories of workmen employed 
in the commercial concerns in this region . The Union has reiterated that 
though it has been held by these two Arbitration awards that the Board has 
the financial capacity to pay almost a living wage , the Board , though it has 
accepted both those awards and implemented them fully , had , because of 
certain policies adopted by it, failed in fixing the wage scales on principles 
applicable in fixing the wage scales of Industrial Employees . The Union 
has complained that the existing scales of pay, as already stated, were adopted 
by the Board with modifications to the disadvantage of some categories , from 
the Government orders on recommendations of a Pay Revision Commission 
appointed by the Government to enquire into and make recommendations 
regarding the pay structures of the Government Employees, which came into 
force from 1-1-1966 (Ex. M.6 ). It has submitted that this pay revision Com 
mission itself, as its predecessor in 1958, was very heavily bridled in making its 
recommendations by the narrow and limited scope of its terms of reference . 
The Union has submitted that the wage scales as recommended by the said 
Commission do not represent even a substandard wage structure and dearness 
allowance for the employees of thej Board , who are governed by industria 
laws. It has submitted that the wage scales recommended by the commission 
are inadequate even in its application to the civil servants of the State. 

28. The Union has stated that almot anarchic conditions are prevailing 
in the wage structures of the Executive Employees at present. This, according 
to the Union , is a legacy of automatic application of the pay structure of other 
einployees of the State without, at any time, taking into consideration the 
fact that the Executive Employees are highly skilled , technically trained cate 
gory of workmen . The Union has on this point stated as follows: 

“ This situation was also the consequence of theżpolicies , pursued by 
the State and Central Governments that the pay structure and other 
service conditions of the employees of the industries run either by a 
Departmentof the Government direct or by a Public Sector Undertaking 
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should be determined on the samefooting as those which are applicable to 
the other employees of the Government. This out-dated theory was 
devoid of any scientific or economic basis and which is a negation of it.c 
principles of the Industrial law which stands negativcd now by the deci 
sions of the various All India Tribunals and also by the Supreine Court 

of India " . 
This has reference to the decision of the Supreme Court in case of the Hindus 
tan Anti Biotics Case on which grcat reliance was placed during argument, 
by the learned President of the Union , Shri T.C.N. Menon , Advocate. The 
Union has submitted that taking into consideration the financial capacity 
of the Board , the qualification and technical skill required of cach categories 
of employees, the pay scales of similar employees in other industrial establish 
ments in the State, and other relevant considerations, the scales of pay as 
proposed by the Union , in its written statement of claim , should be granted as 
being only just and proper. The Union in its written statement has admitted 
that the pay scales demanded in its claim statement were higher than those 
made by it in its Memorandum of demand dated 30-4-1966 and which had 
been reiterated in the demand dated 22-7-1966 and clarified in the strike notice 
dated 18th November, 1966. It has explained that the alteration was neces 
sitated by substantially changed circumstances which resulted from the two 
awards of the Arbitrators in the dispute between the Board and its Ministerial 
staff and the Board and its Engineers, to which I have referred earlier . " The 
Union has submitted that to avoid imbalances between the scales of pay of the 
Engineers, Ministerial Staff, and Executive Staff and also to maintain co 
relation between the pay structures of differenet categories of employees of the 
Board , it had become necessary for the Union to claim the higher wage scales 
which it hasmade in its claim statement. It has further urged that since the 
original demand regarding pay scales was formulated by the Union there have 
been a number of settlements entered into with regard to the pay structures 
of different categories of employees in which different industrial estáblish 
ments of the State, including those exclusively owned by the State Government, 
which further necessitated alterations of some of the scales of pay which the 
Union had originally demanded . : 

29. The Union in its written statement has divided the 68 groups of 
Executive Staff covered by this -Reference into 8 Groups and , for the lowest 
group which consists of nine categories including Line Helpers, Cleaners, 
Oilmen , etc., it has demanded the basic pay scale of Rs. 125-6-155-7-225. 
For the next 6 groups the Union has claimed proportionately higher scales of 
basic pay. For the last group , which is of Junior Engineers, the Union has 
claimed the revised basic pay scale of Rs. 350-25-475-30-775 . 

I may pause 
here and state that in its written statement of arguments submitted before 
me there has been a modification in the groupings and the scales of basic 
pay demanded by the Union in its written statement of claim . In its written 
notes of arguments, the Union has claimed the division of the 68 categories of 
Executive Employees into 7 groups and has claimed for some of the groups, 
scales of pay lower than those claimed by it not only in its claim statement, 
but also those claimed by it originally under its Strike Notice of 18-11-1966, 
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and I shall refer to these as the demanded scales of pay when I consider the basic 
pay scales to be awarded for each group of categories. 

30. On Demand No. 2 relating to weightage, the Union has stated 
that in none of the previous páy revisions the employees had got the benefit 
oſa reasonable weightage for their past services , both under the Government 
and the Board . The Union has urged that for these reasons the actual pay 
drawn by each employee, even in the existing scales of pay, does not represent 
a stage determined on the basis of his past services and it has urged that this 
injustice of the past requires to be removed . It has, therefore , claimed that 

each employee should be fitted into the new scale of pay with one increment 
for each year completed of service and rounded off the nearest stage as in the 
incremental scales." 

31. On Demand No. 3 for dearness allowance, the Union has stated , 
and this is admitted position , that the Executive Employees of the Board at 
present are given dearness allowance at Kerala State Government rates as 
they existed prior to 1-1-1967. I may also here state that between 1-7-1964 
till 9-12-1966, the Executive Employees of the Board were paid dearness 
allowance at the Central Government rates and that from 10-12-1966 the 
lowest paid get dearness allowance of Rs. 33 per month at the Old State 
Government rates which were in force prior to 1-1-1967. However, under 
the terms o ísettlement dated 10-12-1966, the Board is paying interim relief 
of Rs. 27 per month for the lowest paid which together with the dearness 
allowance of Rs. 33 per month gives them Rs. 60 per month , made up of 
dearness allowance and interim relief. The Union in the last sentence of 
its written statement on Demand No. 3 has claimed as follows : 

“ As such , all Executive Employees should be paid dearness allowance 

linked to the cost of living index at 22 paise per point above 100 

points of the Ernakulam cost of living index.” 
32. I may; however , state that in the written notes of arguments sub 
mitted on 4-3-1969, the Union has modified this , demand and has claimed 
dearness allowance as follows: 

" The Union now demands only a very modest rate of 15 paise per 

point above 100 points. As is seen from Ex . W. 12 settlement, 
the Electricity employees under a licence were granted dearness 
allowance at 19 paise per point above 100 points Ernakulam 
cost of living index . But the Union has demanded a moderate 
rate only taking into consideration the fact that the Electricity 
Board is a public utility concern . As the Central dearness 
allowance rates are higher to certain higher wage groups and 
as the employees are at any rate entitled to get the Central 
dearness allowance rates, dearness allowance may be fixed 
at 15 paise per point above 100 points Ernakulam cost of living 
index or the Central Government rates, whichever is higher. 
If, however, the Honourable Arbitrator is inclined to award the 
Central rates of dearness allowance alone, in order to ameliorate 
a part of the distress, the wage scales of Line-helper and allied 
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categorics may be fixed at lcast Rs. 15 more than the initialstart 
of Rs. 110 demanded . Further, the Central scales inay be taken 
as dearness allowance for 200 points , All India Index publishcd 
for Alwaye, a Central place in Kerala and for the rest a 

sliding scale of Re. 0.75 per point rise may be fixed " . 
33. I shall now deal with the written statement of the Board . The 
Board in its written statement dated 29-7-1967 in reply to the written state 
ment of claim of the Executive Employees Union has denied all the averments 
and allegations contained in the claim statement of the Union except those that 
are expressly admitted . In para 3 of its written statement, the Board has 
stated that the Union has made certain wild and unfounded allegations re 
garding the status and capacity of the Board and there is ncitlier truth nor 
substance in those allegations. According to the Board the correct position 
is that the Board was constituted by the Government of Kcrala under Section 
5 of the Electricity (Supply Act) 1948 and it came into existance by virtue 
of Government Notification No. EL -6475 /56 /PW dated 7th March 1957 , 
that the employees then working in the Electricity Department under the 
State Government were transferred to the control of the Board with effect 
from 1st April 1957, subject to certain safeguards and principles ; that it was 
specifically stated in the order that such of the employees as have got lien in 
the Electricity Department would be treated as permanently transferred to 
the control of the Board and that the Board should guarantee continued employ 
ment to all such personnel in the same manner as Government would have 
done if the Electricity Departmenthad continued under the Government. The 
Board was also required to extend to the transferred personnel all the bene 
fits such as pay allowance, pension and other conditions of service enjoyed 
by them in the Government service in addition to the benefit of increased 
emoluments which may be sanctioned by the Government from time to time 
for similar employees in the Government service. That thus a large section 
of the present employees of the Board were in the service of the Government 
and continued to enjoy the same benefits as Government servants in the 
matter of conditions of service. Regarding employees subsequently recruited , 
for obvious reasons the Board could not give different conditions of service 
to them . The Board, has, therefore, submitted that it is not under an obli 
gation to give higher scales of pay and other benefits to the employees than 
what the employees would have got if they had continued in Government 
service as long as conditions of employment remained the same. The Board 
has denied that it is, “ a flourishing dynamic undertaking in the public sector" 
as stated by the Union . It has also denied that there is nothing in common 
between the Board s employees and the employees of the Government or that 
the Board has got capacity to pay a living wage to its employees and that the 
Executive Employees are entitled to got their pay scales and other conditions 
of service determined on a par with similar employees in other public and 
private undertakings in the State. The Board has submitted that these 
averments are wrong and unsustainable and are based on fallacious reason 
ing. It has submitted that the Board is a statutory , corporation formed and 
functioning under the provisions of the Electricity (Supply ) Act, 1948, and 
that from the perusal of the provisions of the Act, it is abundantly clear that 


the Board cannot be compared to other Industrial or Commercial Under 
takings in the Public or Private Sector in the State or Country, as its activities 
and finance are regulated by the stringent provisions of the Electricity Supply 
Act ; that its activities are controlled to a large extent by the State and by the 
directions given by the State Government. As the Board has to function within 
the framework of the Electricity Supply Act it does not have the commercial 
freedom enjoyed by other industrial or commercial undertakings in the Private 
or Public Sector. Giving the structure or organisation of the Board , it has 
stated that the members of the Board are appointed by the State Government 
which has power to suspend or remove them from office at any time and that 
the officers and employees of the Board are public servants ; and recruitment 
to the posts under the Board can be made only as per the advice of the Kerala 
Public Service Commission . The Board has urged that its activities are 
regulated by consideration of public interest and needs, rather than by con 
siderations of profits pure and simple. The Board has stated that it is also 
under an obligation to prepare its annual financial statement in the prescribed 
form including a statement of the salaries of its employees which are subject 
to the scrutiny by the State Legislature ; that there is thus no absolute power 
conferred on the Board to decide its policies and activities . The supervision 
and control of the State Government in vital and important matters are to a 
large extent absolute . For these reasons the Board has submitted that 
cannot be compared with other purely industrial or commercial undertakings 
in the public or private sector even in relation to the fixation of pay scales 
of its employees. 

34. With regard to its financial position , the Board has submitted that 
it is far from satisfactory and that the finance of the Board are mostly met 
by the Government which has invested large amounts of capital in the form 
of loans in the working of the Board . It has submitted that the financial 
position of the Board is to be judged mainly with reference to its ability to pay 
the minimum interest charge that the Government expects on the loans given 
to the Board . The Board has submitted that the financial position of the 
Board for a number of years would show that after meeting all operations and 
maintenance expenses and depreciation charges, the net revenue available 
to the Board each year has been grossly inadequate to meet even a part of the 
interest charges due to the Government on the loans. It has submitted that 
in any industrial/commercial undertaking interest on loan obtained by that 
undertaking is charged on the revenue and the question ofmaking any profit 
would arise only after the full interest charges are first met from the revenue, 
that if this sound principle of commercial finance is applied to the Board , it 
would be obvious that the Board has not been able to meet even a part of the 
interest charges in the past from its revenue, much less to make any profit . 
According to the Board it is, therefore, clear that the Board has been working, 
on huge losses ever since it was constituted and the position it not likely to 
improve in the coming years. The net revenue available to the Board to pay 
interest charges has fallen short substantially of the amount due to the Govern 
ment by way of interest. The Board has stated that it might be argued that 
the amount invested by the State Government in the Board in the form of loans 
should be deemed more in the nature of share capital, should be a proper 
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criterion for judging the financial stability, ability or soundness by thc Board . 
Treating loans given by the Government as cquivalent to share capital invested 
by the Government, the net profit of the electricity Board would work out to 
less than 50 % of the net revenue of the Board available towards the payment 
of interest charges. The reduction of 50 % in the net revenue of the Board 
to arrive at the net profit is because income tax is payable on the net revenue, 
in case the loans are treated as share capital instead of loan capital. Thus, 
after providing for income tax the dividend that would be available to the State 
Government on its deemed share capital would work out 50 less than 2 % of 
the total investment made by the State Government. The Board has sub 
mitted that even without deducting income tax the net revenue available for 
payment of interest charges to Government has worked out to 2.7 to 3.9 % 
for the various years . The Board has annexed to its written statement, a 
statement showing the gross revenue of the Board , working expenses, return 
on Government loans etc., for various years and marked it as 
A . The Board has submitted that this statement shows that it 
carns a very low return on the investmentwhich is not yielding to Government 
even a fraction of theminimum dividend that the share holder can reasonably 
expect from a company. It has submitted that almost all Electricity Supply 
Companies in India in the private sector are declaring, after paying income tax , 
dividend year after year of over 10 % on the invested share capital. The Board 
has, therefore, submitted that it is clear that the financial position of the Board 
is not sound and that the Board has no financial stability , ability or capacity 
to meet the demands for pay revision and allowances made in the statement 
of the Union . The Board has submitted that this position is also not likely 
to improve very much in the coming years. The management has sub 
mitted that the Board is far from being a flourishing undertaking in the public 
sector and cannot be compared to a commercial or industrial undertaking 
in the public or private sector. 

35. The Board has submitted that it is essentially a public utility under 
taking and if the common conception of an industrial undertaking is applied 
to the Board it will defeat the purpose for which the institution has been 
created . It has pointed out that the Electricity Supply Act enjoins that the 
Board should work without incurring a loss and that it has yet to reach that 
stage. 

has submitted that the Board is not a free agent to increase the 
tariff rates and that it would be suicidal to increase the existing tariff rates. 
It has submitted that this is also a question which affects the larger public 
vitally and that it would, therefore, be an irresponsible act if the Board were 
to increase its tariff rates in order to bring its working on a par with a commer 
cial/industrial undertaking. It has submitted that for obvious reasonsthe Board 
cannot adopt such a course. It has, therefore, submitted that the Unions 
contentions that the Board is a flourishing industrial or commercial under 
taking in the private and public sector is a far cry. The Board had argued 
that the Board has very carefully to watch the interest of consumers at large to 
avoid committing itself for violent changes in its working expenses, which are 
mainly in the form of pay and allowances to the staff; that any further in 
creases in the pay structure or in the allowances of the employees would un 
avoidably pushed up working expenses of the_Board which the Board can ill 
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affored in the light of its financial"position as already indicated pushing up 
the working expenses will mean bringing down even the very minimum 
return which the State Government is getting as interest on its loans and invest 
ment in the Electricity Board . 

36. Dealing next with the Union s contention that the Board was estopped 
from arguing that it had no capacity to pay almost a living wage because the 
Board had implemented the awards of the two Arbitrators, one relating to 
the ministerial staff and the other relating to the engineers employed by the 
Board , the Board has stated that the award of these arbitrations were imple 
mented because the management had agreed and was obliged to implement 
those decisions and not because the management accept the reasoning in or 
the ratio , of those decisions. The Board has submitted that it had not accepted 
nor does it accept those awards as being correct. The management has, there 
fore, submitted that the findings, the observations, the views and the awards 
of the Arbitrators in those proceedings are not correct or conclusive and are 
not decisive or determinative of the issues for considerations in these proceedings 
and that, therefore, all issues are at large in these proceedings. 

37. The Board has denied the statement of the Union that the service 
conditions of the employees in question i.e., the executive employees, have 
remained the same as those which are applicable to Government employees. 
It has pointed out that it would be seen from the settlement of 8-4-1965 
(Ex . W3A ) and the settlement dated 10-12-1966 (Ex . W8) that the executive 
employees have benefited substantially and are getting much higher emolu 
ments and pay than corresponding employees in the Government service. The 
Board has submitted that it has not given the Central Governmet rate of dear 
ness allowance to the executive employees because by the settlement dated 
10th December 1966 (Ex. W8), the executive employees got substantial in 
creases in their emoluments and allowances. The management has denied 
that the settlement of 8-4-1965 (Ex W3A ) did not even making an attempt to 
evolve a scientific wage structure for the executive employees as allegged by 
the Union . It has submitted that by virtue of the said settlement the executive 
employees in question are getting higher total emoluments than . similar 
Government employees. 

38. With regard to Junior Engineers the management has stated that 
the Executive Employees Union does not represent Junior Engineers at 
as they are represented by the Junior Engineers Association and are not work 
men as defined by the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It has submitted that 
the dispute with regard to the claim of Junior Engineers is not an Industrial 
Dispute and this Arbitrator has no jurisdiction to adjudicate thereon . The 
Board has contended that the Union having under the said agreement of 
8-4-1965 (Ex. W3A ) accepted that Junior Engineers were not workmen was 
now stopped from contending otherwise. The Board has further argue 
that apart from the question of jurisdiction , on the merits there was no justi 
fication for a revision , as the existing pay scale for Junior Engineers had only 
been revised very recently under the ShriSankaran Award and the revised pay 
scales had been accepted by the Junior Engineers. The Board has submitted 
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that the revised pay scales are fair, reasonable and adequate and do not require 
. any further revision , particularly as all the Junior Engineers had accepted 
the revised pay scales without any protest. 

39. On issue Nos. 1, 2 & 3 under reference , relating to pay revision , 
weightage and dearness allowance, the Board has submitted that the existing 
basic scales of pay and dearness allowance and other terms and conditions 
of service of all the executive employees are fair and adequate and are already 
beyond the capacity of the Board to pay and do not call for any revision . It 
has submitted that they compare favourably with the pay scales, dcarness 
allowance and other terms and conditions of service of similar category of 
employees in other Electricity Boards in the country. It has submitted that 
the present pay scale and dearness allowance are based on the award in I.D. 
45 of 1958 and subsequent pay revisions effected in July 1966 that as a result 
of these revisions, the employees were substantially benefited and are getting 
higher emoluments than what corresponding Government Employees get. 
That the financial position of the Board had not since then improved to any 
extent to warrant any revision of pay and ratesof dearness and other allowances; 
that even though the financial position of the Board would ill afford it, it had 
to concede further substantial monetary benefits to the executive employees 
under the conciliation settlement of 10-12-1966 . It has submitted that any 
pay scale should be allowed to stand for a reasonably long period and should 
not be interfered with at short intervals for the sake of industrial peace,and as a 
matter of industrialpolicy.For this reasons the Board has urged that the demand 
of the Union for further revision of pay scales and rates of dearness allowance 
and other existing allowances is unfair and unjust and should be rejected. The 
Board has stated that there was no substance that the earlier pay revisions 
of the executive employees were unscientific, anarchic and inadequate. It 
has pointed out that the revision in the pay scale of the employees of the Board 
effected in 1958 was based on the report of a committee appointed for the 
purpose ; and adequate weightage was also given to the employees of certain 
categories of staff by the settlement dated 8-4-1965 and that there was another 
wage increase in July 1966 with effect from 1-1-1966 . On this last occasion 
also, the employees were given weightage. I may pause here and state that 
the weightage granted in the pay revision effected from 1-1-1966 (Ex . W6) 
was as follows : 

“ Wage pay fixed under Clauses (a ) (c) above or under Rule 6 below 

as the case may be below Rs. 400 advance increment shall be 

granted in the revised scale as specified below : 
“ For the service of less than 7 years 

Nil . 
For a total service of 7 years or more but less than 

1 Advance incre 

ment. 
For a total service of 18 years or more but 

2 advance 
less than 25 years 

increments . 
For a total service of 25 years or more 

3 Advance 

increments. 
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In the case of those who are entitled to advance increment (s) the 

pay to be fixed shall in no case exceeded Rs.400 where Rs. 400 
is not a stage in the revised scale the pay shall be fixed at the 
stage immediately below Rs. 400 and the difference between 
such stage and Rs. 400 will be treated as personal pay / 
Personal allowance, which will be asborbed in future increases 


in pay ." 


more . 


39. In my opinion this scheme of weightage was not a normal one 
and gave themaximum of three increments and that too for service exceeding 
25 years. It evidently follows some pattern that was then in force in Govern 
ment service. 

40. But to continue, the Board has in para 6 of its written statement sub 
mitted that wages should normally be fixed on industrial cum region basis 
and that the wage higher than the minimum wage is linked with the capacity 
of the industrial concerned and as, according to the Board , the executive 
employees are getting much higher wages than the " minimum wage" and 
the Board has no financial capacity to pay higher wages and increased rates of 
dearness and other allowances, the Board cannot be asked to pay anything 

It has submitted that industrial or commercial undertakings in the 
State in the public or private sector are not comparable concerns or 
undertakings and, therefore , the Union s claim that the revised 
wage scale for executive employees should be fixed at a consideration of what 
other public or private sector undertakings in the State are paying to their 
like categories, is not justified . The Board has contended that if the emolu 
ments and pay of the executive employees of the Board are compared with 
the emoluments of similar employees in comparable concerns it would be 
found that the executive employees of the Board are getting higher emolu 
ments than their opposite members in such comparable concerns. The Board 
has submitted that the increase in the cost of living has been fairly and amply 
compensated by the periodcal increases in the total emoluments given to 
the executive employees. It has submitted that the pay 

revision order 
from 1-1-1966 had mainly the effect ofmerging portion of dearness allowance 
with pay and to prescribe revised dearness allowance to meet the increase in 
thecost of living. It has annexed to its written statement a comparative state 
ment of the revision of pay and dearness allowance effected from 1-1-1958 
including the ad hoc increase, given under the settlement dated 10th December 
1966 . It has submitted that for the categories of executive employees 
referred to in the statement the increased wages range from 72 to 82 % whilst 
the cost of living had not gone up to that extent during that period . The 
managementhas gone a step further and has argued that it would be justified 
in demanding a reduction in the ad hoc increases allowed to the executive 
employees under the settlement of 10-12-1966 . The Board has pointed out 
that the Union has demaned in its claim statement pay scales higher than 
those demanded by the Union in its memorandum of demands dated 30-4-1966 
and that the scales demanded by the Union were higher than even those 
obtaining in prosperous industrial/commercial concerns in the State and, as the 
management has no capacity to meet them , the demands of the Union 
should be rejected . 


19 


41. With regard to demand No. 2 for weightage, in para 13 ofits written 
statement, the Board has submitted that every time i pay scale is revize thic 
workmen are not entitled to fresh weightage. It has submitted that at the 
time of the previous revisions in pay scales reasonable weightage was given 
in pay scales and , therefore, the workmen are not entitled to and it would not 
be realistic to grant fresh weightage. It h s submitted that the weightage 
on point to point basis demanded by the Union for service both under the 
Board and the Government was unjusted , unreasonable and unfair and 
should be rejected . 

42 . With regard to dearness allowance the Board in para 14 of 
its written statement has submitted that the demand for linkage of 
dearness allowance with the cost of living index number was noi 
justified as the Union had made this demand on the ground that the 
executive employees are entitled to be treated as on par with other 
similar employees in other industrial/ commercial concerns in the 
State . The Board has submitted that the other industrial/ commercial 
concerns in the State are not comparable concerns in any respect. 
It has submitted that the executive employees are presently given 
dearness allowance linked with pay and the Board has no capacity 
to pay any higher rate of dearness allowance or to pay dearness 
allowance linked with pay as well as with the cost of living index 
It has in this connection , pointed out that dearness pay has been 
merged in the pay of the employees. It has finally submitted that 
the linkage with cost of living index at the rate of 22 paise per point 
above 100 points on the Ernakulam cost of living index number , as 
claimed by the Union , was excessive and , that the financial commil. 
ment on the Board arising out of this demand would be huge. It 
has pointed out that grant of dearness allowance linked to the cost 
of living index would have serious repercussions as the Board would 
not be able to deny the same to its other employees . It has sub 
mitted that the total financial commitment would be huge and beyond 
the capacity of the Board. It has for these reasons submitted that 
the demand for dearness allowance linked to cost of living index 
number should be rejected . 

43. I may as well at this stage reproduce the submission made by 
the Junior Engineers Association on the first 3 issues under reference 
by its written statement dated 22nd December 1967 which was filed 
after I had passed my said order impleading this Association as a 
party to the reference. The Association has adopted the averments 
in the claim statement and the reply statement filed by the General 
Secretary of the Executive Employees Union subject to the modifl . 
cation set out in its written statement. The Association has statea 
that it is not interested in issues Nos. 4 , 5 , 13 & 14 under reference 
as it does not represent the categories of workmen covered by those 
issues . With regard to the issue Nos. 3 , 6 , 8 , 9 , 10 , 12 , 15 , 16 , 18 & 
19 the Association has stated that it fully supports and adopts the 
averments made and claims raised by the Executive Employees 
Union thereon . 
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44 . With regard to the issue Nos. 7 , 11 & 17 also the Association 
has supported the claims raised by the Union but has suggested 
certain modifications as far as the quantum and nature of relief, 
claimed were concerned . 

45 . On issue No. 1 , relating to revision of basic pay , the Associa 
tion has claimed for Junior Engineers , the scale of pay of 
Rs 350-25-475-30-775. It has submitted that taking into considera 
tion the nature of work , responsibility involved , qualification and 
experience required , the prevalent pay scales in other States , as also 
in other industrial and commercial concerns in the State and other 
relevant fact and circumstances , the enhanced scale of pay demanded 
by the Association was justified . The Association has submitted 
that the Board has the financial capacity to meet this demand . 

46 . In paragraph 6 of its claim statement the Association has 
pointed out that the Junior Engineers under the Board are classified 
in two groups : (a ) those called graduate Junior Engineers being 
Engineering Graduates or persons possessing qualification considered 
by the Board as equivalent thereto and ( b ) and non - graduate Junior 
Engineers, who did not possess such qualifications, but have been 
promoted from among Overseers Grade I by virtue of long service, 
It has, pointed out that whilst the former are direct recruits with 
B.Sc. in engineering or AMIE (Associate Members of Institution of 
Engineers) , the latter are either diploma or certificate holders. The 
Association has submitted that the Board has also prescribed propor 
tion in which the post of Junior Engineers should be filled from 
among graduates and Overseers Grade I. 

47. I may pause here and state that by the award of the Learned 
Industrial Tribunal at Ellepi in an Industrial Dispute ( I.D. 23 of 
1964) between the Board and the Executive Employees Union the 
then existing proportion which was 5 , 3 , 2 , i.e., 5 graduates to 
3 diploma holders to 2 certificate holders was confirmed (see Ex . 
AW11 filed by the Association ) . The Association has submitted that 
this ratio was prescribed by the Board with a view to improve the 
standard of work administration and service , as obviously the post 
of a Junior Engineer is one requiring special skill and qualification . 
It has submitted that the Junior Engineers category is also generally 
the feeder category for the higher technical posts. The Association 
has submitted that certain responsible works such as design work 
of project , sub -stations and transmission lines are handled exclusively 
by graduate Junior Engineers ; that all Junior Engineers connected 
with the operation of Power Stations are also graduates. Similarly , 
work connected with transmission or high tension lines are also 
exclusively handled by graduates . In its written statement the 
Association has given details of the work which Junior Engineers are 
exclusively required to handle . The Association has submitted that 
even though the Board has recognised the need for building up a 
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especially qualified cadre of Junior Engineers, the Board had been 
giving them special consideration in the matter of pay fixation by 
giving 3 advance increments in the pay scale prescribed for Junior 
Engineers from the date of their appointment. Giving illustration of 
this the Association has pointed out that while non -graduate Junior 
Engineers were formerly started on Rs 175 in the old scale of 
Rs. 175-275 graduates were given three advance increments and 
allowed to start on Rs. 205. Some of the non - graduates considered 
this as discrimination and moved the High Court of Kerala under 
Article 226 of the Constitution challenging a grant of advance incre 
ments to graduates but the High Court in Appeal No. 199/63 (Ex.AW8) 
up -held the action of the Board , observing : - 

" What has been done is but the logical corollary of the superior 
qualification possessed by the Graduate Junior Engineers , a 
superiority which is recognised not only by making them eligible 
for advance increments but also giving an advance weightage 
at the time of promotion of Junior Engineers to the next higher 

grade of the Assistant Engineers ” . 
The Association has observed that thus the judgment of the High 
Court had up -held the grant of advance increments to graduates as 
the correct step and logical corollary to the superior qualifications 
possessed by them . 

48. It is also necessary to state that after the settlement of 
8-4-1965 (Ex. W3A ) the Board by order No. A1-271/59 dated 12th 
April 1965 sanctioned for the non - graduate Junior Engineers of the 
Board the benefit of the 3 advance increments as was allowed to the 
Graduate Engineers , from 1-4-1965 . It may be stated that the order 
Ex . AW6 was passed by the Board after the judgment of the Kerala 
High Court in Writ Appeal No. 199/63 referred to above. 

49. To complete the narration with regard to the 3 advance incre . 
ments to graduate Engineers , it is necessary to state that under the 
pay revision which took effect from 1-1-1966 , the grant of 3 advance 
increments was also done away with and the scale of pay of 
Rs. 250-425 was available for both the graduate Junior Engineers and 
non - graduate Junior Engineers . It is further necessary to state that 
under the Sankaran Award this revised scale of pay of Rs. 250-425 
was further revised to Rs. 325-525 and provision of any advance incre . 
ment for graduate Junior Engineers was not made. 

50. The Junior Engineers Association has, in its written state 
ment of claim (para 7 ) , been critical of the Board s order dated 
20-7-1966 (Ex . AW9) , under paragraph 5 of which the following 
general order was made: 

" The higher starting pay in the existing scales allowed in 
certain cases in consideration of higher qualification will be dis 
continued " . 
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51. The Association has stated that it was not known , why a 
healthy and sound principle recognised and adopted by the Board 
and sustained at its instance by the High Court was thus thrown 
over board by the said order dated 20-7-1966 (Ex. AW9) . That was 
a general order affecting not only graduate Junior Engineers but also 
other graduate employees in the service of the Board e.g., ministerial 
staff who were also getting advance increment for possessing Univer 
sity degree and other superior qualification . The dispute in this con 
nection was raised by the graduate ministerial staff before Shri 
G. Kumara Pillai, who by his Arbitration Award (Ex . W11) , granted 
two advance increments to graduates . The Association has pointed 
out that this award was implemented by the Board retrospectively 
with effect from 1-1-1966 by the Board s order dated 19-5-1967. 

52. The Association in its written statement has complained that 
while the benefit of advance increments was restored in the case 
of the graduate L.D.C s/ Cashier /Ministerial Staff , the same had been 
unjustly denied to the Graduate Junior Engineers . It has claimed 
that the graduate Junior Engineers should also continue to get the 
benefit of 3 advance increments . In para 8 of its written statement the 
Association has stated as follows: 

" Superior qualification , distinction in the nature of work and 
responsibility, -past history and practice , the fact that graduate 
ministerial staff are still entitled to the benefit, and all other 
facts and circumstances, fully justified the Board of this organi 
sation that the principle of granting 3 advance increments ( in 
the scale of Junior Engineers ) to the graduates, should be restored/ 
implemented by the Board , with retrospective effect from 

1-1-1966 " . 
53. As regards , weightage the Association claimes that all Junior 
Engineers should get weightage for their service , subject to a 
minimum of one increment in the scale demanded , with the modifi 
cation that graduate Junior Engineers should be entitled to 3 advance 
increments over and above the service weightage. 

54. The Executive Employees Union in reply to the writter: 
statement of the Board dated 29th May 1967 has reiterated that the 
Board is a commercial undertaking which can be compared to any 
other public sector undertaking and its financial position is sound 
and its capacity , to pay the wages and other service conditions 
demanded by the Union , is beyond a doubt. The Union has stated 
that in one of the arbitration proceedings the then Chairman of the 
Board had himself given evidence to the effect that the Board has 
the capacity to pay very reasonable scales of pay and dearness 
allowances. The Union has argued that in view of this alone, the 
contention now raised by the Board that it has not the capacity to 
pay increased emoluments to its executive employees is malafide and 
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made because the executive employees went on a course of direct 
action in December 1967 to press their demands which the Board 
unsuccessfully tried to suppress and frustrate. The Union has denied 
that the Board is working on loss and has submitted that the losses , 
if any, shown in the Boards accounts are unreal and are due to the 
Board s method of accounting whereby huge capital expenses are 
shown as revenue expenses . 

It has submitted that the Board has 
the capacity at present to pay the increased cmolument demanded 
by this Union and that capacity is steadily increasing . The Union 
has further argued that the Board having accepted the Arbitration 
award it was not open to the Board to challenge the same. The 
Union has denied the Board s contention that the settlement dated 
8-4-1965 had substantially increased the wage scales of the executive 
employees . The Union has submitted that that the settlement had 
made only an attempt to correct certain anomalies which existed in 
the pay scales of a minority of the executive employees. The Union 
has denied that it does not represent the Junior Engineers and has 
stated that there in no legal entity known as the Engineers Associa 
tion , capable of and having the right to represent the Junior Engi 
neers of the Board . It has denied that the Junior Engineers are not 
workmen and has pointed out that their work at best is only of a 
supervisory character . It has repeated that the Junior Engineers 
have no right to impose any punishment on any employee of the 
Board and it has stated that there are no Junior Engineers in the 
Board drawing a monthly emolument exceeding Rs. 500. Explaining 
the settlement of 8-4-1965 the Union has stated that it had agreed not 
to represent the Junior Engineers only during the period of the opera 
tion of the settlement. It has submitted that the settlement was termi 
nating by the Union by 2 months notice as required by Section 19 ( 2 ) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and thereafter nothing contained in 
the settlement of 8-4-1965 survived . It has denied that there is any 
estoppel against this Union to represent Junior Engineers . The 
Union has submitted that though the Sankaran Award had granted 
improved scales of pay number of Junior Engineers who are 
diploma and certificate holders and who were appointed by promo 
tion did not get any benefit of that revision and in fact some of 
them stood to lose by the directions contained in the award . The 
Union has submitted that the award passed by Sankaran C.J., is 
not binding on the Junior Engineers , who were not parties to the refer 
ence . It has submitted that none of the Junior Engineers had agreed to 
abide by the award and the Arbitration proceedings and the award 
made has no statutory sanction behind it. It has submitted that 
the Engineers Association is not a body corporate as it is not one 
registered under any of the statutes enabling its incorporation and 
hence the Association has no authority to represent the Junior 
Engineers in these Arbitration proceedings. It has submitted that a 
large number of Junior Engineers have not accepted the Sankaran 
Award and there is no estoppel for this Union to pursue the claims 
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of the Junior Engineers. The Union has submitted that when the 
Sankaran Award was passed and implemented , the industrial dispute 
raised by this Union , inter alia , demanding increased salary scales 
and other benefits for the Junior Engineers was already pending 
before this Arbitrator under Section 10A of the Industrial Dispute 
Act , and a private Arbitration award could not in any way effect 
determination of this dispute . The Union has gone further and 
argued that the Board in fact is estopped from now raising those 
contentions as the Board had agreed by settlement dated 10-12-1966 
to refer the demands of the Union made on behalf of the executive 
employees including Junior engineers for Arbitration of this Arbi 
trator . With regard to the statements contained in paras 9 , 10 & 11 
of the Board s written statement in reply , the Union has stated that 
these statements are incorrect and not admitted by the Union . It has 
submitted that the existing wage and dearness allowances rates are 
not fair and do not represent even a minimum wage. The Union 
has stated that almost all industries in the State are paying dearness 
allowance linked to the cost of living index and that the wage rates 
and dearness allowance paid by the Board to its executive employees 
are far below those paid by other industrial concerns in the State to 
similar employees. The Union has further submitted that the Board 
in fixing the wages for different categories of the executive employees 
had not taken into consideration the qualifications, the skill required 
and the nature of the work done by these employees . It has pointed 
out that there has been a change of circumstances since the settle 
ment of 8-4-1965 (Ex. W3A ) was entered into , the change being that 
the basic pay , dearness allowance and other service conditions of 
employees in other industrial concerns including public sector under 
takings, had increased to 
a considerable exist . Another factor 
pleaded is that the cost of living index number had risen considerably 
since 1965 and that the Board had recognised this by granting 
increased pay and dearness allowance to other sections of its 
employees including the ministerial staff and the engineers . The 
Union had argued that the Board in fact has actually conceded the 
position that a revision in the wage rates and dearness allowance 
payable to the executive employees was justified , by having agreed 
to pay under the agreement of 10-12-1966 flat interim increases of 
Rs. 27 , Rs. 20 & Rs. 17 per month to each workmen according to the 
different pay slabs. The Union has sought to explain the difference 
in the pay scales demanded under the settlement of 10-12-1966 and 
those claimed in the Union s writtern statement of claim by stating 
that those differences were very slight and that the change made 
by the Union in its demands was justifiable , the same having been 
necessitated by the substantial changes which have taken place after 
30-4-1966 . It has further submitted that the Union s right to change 
the demand is not fettered in any manner whatsoever . 

55 . With regard to weightage , the Union has stated that the 
Board had at no time given due weightage , taking into consideration 
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the past service of its employces and the low scales of pay which 
were initially given to them . It has submitted that the only scientific 
and just system of payment of dearness, allowance is a rate linked 
to the cost of living index. The Union has submitted that the Learned 
Arbitrator , Shri G. Kumara Pillai in his Arbitration Award in the 
dispute of the ministerial staff had not decided this question but 
left the same open to be decided by me in this reference . It has 
pointed out that the executive employees and ministerial staff 
represented almost 80 % of the Board s employees ; and that the 
Board had in fact conceeded the payment of dearness allowance linked 
to the cost of living index in the case of N.M.R. workers though 
only symbolically . 

56. With regard to the dispute relating to the 2nd Grade Overseers 
the Union has stated that it has always maintained that the post of 
2nd Grade Overseer is higher than that of a Linemen and that the 
Board too had accepted this till it arbitrarily equated the two posts . 
With regard to the drivers the Union has stated that they have abso 
lutely no avenue of promotion and a lower and higher grade are 
justified . 

57. The Board in its written statement dated 27th December 
1967 in reply to the Kerala State Electricity Board Junior Engineers 
Association s written statement of claim dated 22nd December 1967, 
has stated that the claims made by it are outside the scope and 
purport of my order dated 21st December 1967 in Impleading Peti 
tion No. 2 of 1967, to which I have referred earlier . It has submitted 
that the Association has no right to enlarge the scope of the reference 
by making larger demands and claims on behalf of the Junior Engi 
neers than have been made by the Executive Employees Union . It 
has also objected to the Association filing a separate claim statement 
or adducing any independent evidence . 

58 . In my opinion , as held by me in my order dated 21st December 
1967 in the Association s Impleading Petition No. 2 of 1967, though 
this Association has no right to make larger demands and claims on 
behalf of Junior Engineers than those made by the K.S.E. Board 
Executive Employees Union in this reference, it is all the same not 
debarred from filing a separate written statement or making sub 
mission on behalf of the Junior Engineers, particularly on behalf of 
the Graduate Junior Engineers whom this Association also represents ; 
that the Association also is not debarred from making demands and 
claims which are incidental to the demands and claims contained 
in the terms of this reference . 

59. But to continue with the Board s rejoinder , it has reiterated 
all the legal objections which it had urged in respect of the Junior 
Engineers in their main reply statement dated 29th June 1967 and 
has submitted that the Junior Engineers are not workmen . It has 
stated that the demands under issue Nos. 7 ,-11 & 17 made by the 

G. 1746 


26 


Association are not maintainable as they are exhorbitant and exces 
sive and are not prevailing in any industrial establisment. The 
Board has also stated that it has no financial capacity to meet the 
various demands made by the Union . It has stated that the exist . 
ing pay scale for the Junior Engineers is fair and adequate and 
compares favourably with the pay scale of similar employees in other 
Electricity Boards and Industrial and Commercial establishments in 
and outside the State of Kerala . It has submitted that the duties 
and functions performed by the Junior Engineers , whether Graduates 
or Non -Graduates, are the same. It has denied the , various duties 
which the Association has claimed are exclusively performed by 
graduate Junior Engineers. 

60. With regard to the claim of the Association for the 3 advance 
increments of Graduate,Engineers, it has argued that this was resisted 
by the Non -Graduate Junior Engineers and in the interest of industrial 
peace , a common scale of pay was applied to all Junior Engineers 
whether they were degree holders or not. It has stated that the 
Sankaran Award also had not given any consideration to Junior 
Engineers , who are degree holders. It has stated that the restoration 
of the old practice of giving 3 advance increments to the Graduate 
Junior Engineers is not one of the issues on demands for arbitra 
tion nor had the Executive Employees Union raised it as a dispute . 
It has stated that the claim for special pay scale and 3 advance 
increments claimed by the Association for Graduale Junior Engi. 
neers amounts to enlarging the scope of this reference and should 
be rejected. The Board has therefore , prayed that all the demands 
made by the Association on behalf of Junior Engineers should be 
rejected . 

61. Having stated the contentions of the parties in their written 
statement, I should like to deal first with the question of the Board s 
financial position and its capacity to meet the demands under refer 

As shown above, the Board in its written statement has sub 
mitted that it has not the financial capacity to meet the increased 
demands of its workmen . Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for 
the Board , has in support urged that financial capacity may be 
immaterial for fixing the minimum wage , but that anything higher 
than the minimum wage cannot be awarded unless it is established 
that the employer concerned has the capacity to pay the higher 
wages. He has argued that in considering the financial position of 
the Board , its constitution and the manner it has functioned since 
its inception must be borne in mind. Elaborating , he has stated 
that the purpose for which the Board has been constituted is to 
generate , supply and distribute electrical energy ; that till 1956 this 
responsibility was vested in the State Government but after Inde 
pendence it was felt that it was not proper to run such an industry 
on Government lines. It was considered desirable that the industry 
should be run on modern commercial business lines as supply of 


ence . 


27 


electricity and ils consumption affects the very fabric of Society . 
The Legislature, therefore, passed the Electricily (Supply ) Act of 
1948 , enabling the respective States to constitute Boards by Notifi 
cations of Government. He has emphasised that Section 5 of the 
Electricity ( Supply ) Act provides for rationalisation of the production 
and supply of electricity. By Exhibit M.2 , the personnel in the 
electricity department of the State Government was transferred to 
the control of the Board which was constituted by the Government 
Notification dated 5-3-1957 with effect from 31-3-1957, subject to 
safeguards on certain principles specified therein . The stafi of the 
electricity department was guaranteed continuity of employment, 
which allayed their fears of retrenchment, lay -ofſ , etc. He has refer . 
red to priority provided under Section 67 of the Electricity (Supply ) 
Act to the liabilities of the Board . Shri Shenoi has argued that the 
financial capacity of the Board should be judged not only from oral 
evidence but also the audited accounts of the Board . He has argued 
that the present capacity of the Board can be seen from its accom 
plished results as reflected in its annual accounts . He has urged that 
the accounts show that there is a tendency on the part of the Board 
to live from day to day and the financial future of the Board is un 
certain . He has argued that the rates of return to the Board have 
fallen and the earlier awards have given a wrong picture of the future 
prospects of the Board . He has stated that in the published accounts 
of the Board for the purposes of the World Bank loan , a rather 
rosy picture of its future in 1969-70 was given , in which there was 
certain amount of permissible window dressing. He has urged that 
instead of speculating about the future , emphasis should be more 
on the present financial condition of the Board . He has stated that 
the aspect of the Board having to face competition from the other 
contiguous State Electricity Boards , must also be kept in mind . He 
has struck a pessimistic note and has stated that though Kerala may 
have by nature s gift, prospects of producing abundance of hydro 
electric power , the difficulty of selling all the power that the Board 
produces, must not be forgotten . He has urged that more emphasis 
should be laid on what has been so far achieved than what is expected 
from the future . 

62. He has pointed out that under Section 78A of the Electricity 
Act, there is a statutory obligation on the part of the Board to comply 
with the directions of the Government, and he has argued that one of 
the objects under which the Board was constituted is for electrification 
of rural areas . He has pleaded that these development activities 
should be viewed as a whole and if in rural electrification a certain 
loss is to be borne, then that is only inevitable being in fulfilment 

With 
of one of the objects with which the Board was constituted . 
regard to the charge that the Board had , for some time, purchased 
current from Madras State at a high rate, he has stated that that 
was during the period when the Subarigiri Project was under cons 
truction . He has stated that the phase is now over and that no one 
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had even remotely suggested that the purchase of electricity from 
outside the State was done with any malafide intention , much less 
with the intention of defeating the workmen s claims. Shri Shenoi 
has emphasised that the charge of incompetence could not lie , as 
it was not deliberate nor done with a view to defeat the workmen s 
claims. Shri Shenoi has laid special emphasis on the judgment of 
the Supreme Court in the case of the Gujarat Electricity Board , 
Baroda , Applicants V /s. Workmen of the Gujarat Electricity Board , 
Baroda (" Civil Appeal No. 2431 of 1966 , Electricity Board and its 
employees” ) . That dispute related to a claim for dearness allowance 
on behalf of a section of the employees of the Gujarat Electricity 
Board , Baroda , numbering about 466 .out of a total number of 9,208 
employees . This minority number of workmen had through their 
Sangh refused to accept dearness allowance at a rate agreed under 
the terms of settlement by another Union which represented a large 
majority of the employees of the Board . Their Lordships of the 
Supreme Court, in para 5 of their decision , after referring to the 
earlier decisions of the Court , which laid down that in the claim for 
a minimum wage, the capacity of the industry to pay is irrelevant, 
held that, if the industry is already paying the minimum wage and 
the claim is for fair wage or living wage , the capacity of the industry 
to pay is a very important factor and the burden above the minimum 
wage can only be justifiably imposed if the industry is capable of 
meeting that extra burden . Their Lordships observed : 

" So far as the question of capacity of the Board is concerned , 
there is a clear finding by the Tribunal that the Board is running 
at heavy losses so that it is not in a position to meet the extra 
expenditure of about Rs. 49 lakhs a year, which will be involved 
if the dearness allowance is fixed as claimed by the Sangh . The 
Tribunal has found that the Board , when constituted on 1st Máy , 
1960 , inherited an accumulated deficit of over Rs. 2 crores from 
the Bombay State Electricity Board . In its own working , the 
Board sustained a loss of over Rs. 9 lakhs between 1st May 1960 
and 31st May 1961, and in the two succeeding years 1961-62 and 
1962-63 , the losses incurred were in the region of Rs. 39 lakhs 
and Rs. 41 lakhs. The Tribunal , therefore held that the total 
loss was to the tune of Rs 31 lakhs and since the Board had 
undertaken a further liability of over Rs. 6.75 lakhs a year under 
the settlement and the offer to individual workman , it could not 
possibly undertake the further burden of paying about Rs 49 
lakhs per year as increased dearness allowance . The Tribunal 
was also of the opinion that, considering this financial condition 
of the Board , there was no justification for introducing a 
Gratuity Scheme, for workmen governed by the Provident Funci 
Rules, nor was there any justification for calculation of pension 
on the basis of adding 50 per cent of the dearness allowance to 
the basic pay ." . 
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Their Lordships next noticed the two grounds on which the Learned 
Counsel for the workmen concerned had challenged the decision of 
the Tribunal. His first ground was that the Tribunal was wrong 
in judging the capacity of the Board to pay , after taking into account 
the deficit of Rs. 2 crores which it had inherited from the Bombay 
State Electricity Board ; and the second ground was that the financial 
capacity of the Board should be judged only on the basis of its com 
mercial undertakings , excluding the activities of the Board which were 
in the nature of national duties . 
63. Their Lordships in dealing with the first ground observed : 

" We think that there is some force in the submission made 
by learned counsel. The deficit inherited by the Board from 
its predecessor cannot be treated as a revenue loss which will 
have bearing on its paying capacity . 

Such inherited deficit 
should really have been treated as capital loss ; but even this 
loss cannot be completely ignored , because the paying capa 
city of an employer has to take into account even capital 
losses . However , even if this accumulated deficit of over Rs 2 
crores is ignored , it is clear that during the three years after 
its formation , the Board itself incurred heavy losses which 
totalled to about Rs 110 lakhs. Consequently , even if that accu 
mulated deficit is not taken into account, it cannot be held 
that the Board will have the capacity of bearing the additional 
burden to the tune of Rs. 49 lakhs a year, if required to pay 

dearness allowance at the rates claimed by the Sangh " . 
64. 

With regard to the second ground, their Lordships held 
that under Section 18 of the Electricity Supply Act , under which 
the Gujarat Board was constituted , it was charged with the general 
duty of promoting the co -ordinated development of the generation , 
supply and distribution of electricity within the State in the most 
efficient and economical manner , with particular reference to such 
development in areas not for the time being served or adequately 
served by any licencee. Their Lordships observed : 

" When the Board was constituted to carry out these duties , 
its capacity to bear the burden of paying wages to its emplo 
yees has to be worked out after taking into account all the 
activities which the Statute requires it to carry on ... 
No doubt, learned counsel is right in urging on the basis of 
the decision of this Court in Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd. (Supra ) 
that the circumstance that the Board is an industry in the 
public sector does not exempt it from application of principles 
which apply to an industry in private sector , and the Board 
must also be made to pay wages on the same basis as private 
sector employees. This, however, does not advance the case 
of the appellants , because, even in a private sector , additional 
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burden over and above a minimum wage can only be justi 
Tably imposed in industrial adjudication , if the employer has 
the capacity to meet that burden . In this case , the Tribunal 
has refused to grant the demand of the appellants not on the 
ground that the Board is an industry in public sector , but on 
the ground that it does not have the capacity to pay. That 
capacity has rightly been judged on the basis of all the under 

takings being worked by the Board " . 
65. On a careful perusal of this judgment, I do not think that 
this judgment can apply to the facts of this case . For one think 
the Kerala State Electricity Board is still in a development stage 
and some of its undertakings have just started yielding results . 
Even with regard to capital losses, their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court have qualified the observation by stating that, " even this 
loss cannot be completely ignored ” : With regard to the Kerala 
State Electricity Board , there are various features with which I shall 
presently deal, which would justify the consideration of and the 
grant of fair wage to its executive employees irrespective of its finan 
cial capacity , because other sections of its employees have been 
granted fair wages when the financial position was not much differ 
ent. in my opinion , for the reasons stated later in this Award the 
board has the financial capacity to bear the burden of paying fair 
wages to its executive employees . 

66 . But to continue, Shri Shenoi, the learned Advocate for the 
Board , has stated that the arguments of the Union that the indus 
fry has a bright future , is without substance as the Board was fac 
ing keen competition from the other Electricity Boards and each 
Board is vying with the other in having new projects. 

67 . Shri Shenoi has argued that the financial position must be 
judged from the affidavit VW 22) of Shri G. Ramachandran , the 
Commercial Member of the Board , who has stated that the accu 
mulative losses of the Board as on 1-4-1967 are Rs. 4.37 crores. 
He has also relied upon the statutory balance sheets and revenue 
accounts (Profit & Loss Accounts ) of the Board for years 1961-62 
to 1966-67 (Exhibit M. 8 to M. 13) . Exhibit M. 13 showed that the 
arrears of interested due to the State Government is Rs. 4.37 crores 
up till 1966-67 . 

68. He has laid emphasis on the fact the accounts for 1967-68 
(Ex . M. 25 ) shows a return of only 1.79 per cent on the capital 
base — which includes works in progress and that the statement 
given to the World Bank was before the Sabarigiri Projectwas com 
pleted and had started giving power. He has stated that if works 
in progress are excluded , the return on capital base would be 
2.47, which has come down to 1.79 per cent for 1967-68 . He has 
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urged that the Board is in a difficult plight because of reasons of - 
recession in trade and other causes, and that the various State 
Boards were selling current at less than the cost price. Jie has 
stated that the Board had given a guarantee to the World Bank that 
it would achieve the minimum return recommended by the 
Varkataraman Committee before 1970-71. Shri Shenoi has ex 
plained that the percentage return on capital base as shown in the 
Board s statement (Exhibit M25 ) is after making provision for 
all items except for interest on loans from State Government on Pro 
jects already completed and Projects in progress. He also explained 
that Ex . M 25 had taken into consideration the financial burden of 
all previous awards including the burden of interim relief granted 
to executive employees . He has admitted that the Vankataraman 
Committee when it suggested a return at a rate of 3 percent 
had not referred to any provision for Income tax. Shri Shenoi 
has referred to the fact that accumulated mount of nterest due to 
the State Government and not paid by the Board was treated as 
loan from Government and its present amount was Rs 11.38 crores 
(Ex. M 13 ) . With regard to the plea of the Union that tariff rates 
could be raised , Shri Shenoi has submitted that it would be suicidal 
for the Board to think of raising its rates for high tension consu 
mers , as there was a danger of those industries shifting to other 
States . He has pointed out that the rates of tariff for all consumers , 
except long term consumers , were last revised in October 1965. He 
has pointed out that the Board has taken a loan of Rs. 1.5 crores 
from ihe L.I.C. at the rate of 74 % on the security of some of its 
Projects . He has emphasised that no return has been made by the 
Board on its capital though it has been in existing for 12 years 
now and it has been working at a loss because the revenue availa 
ble wis not adequate to meet the interest in full. 

Shri Shenoi has also relied upon the decision of the Supreme 
Court in the case of the - Ahmedabad Textile Mills Association 
reported at 1968 I. LLJ. Page 1 as to 

the tests that should 
be applied in judging the ſinancial position of the employers if the 
existing wage structure is to be revised . Referring to the Hindustan 
Antibiotics Case ( 1967 I. LLJ. Page 114 ) he has stated that in 
that case the prosperity of the employer Company was never in 
doubt He stated that the true index of the financial capacity of 
the Board is , " has any progress 

been made in the direction of 
reducing the gap representing the difference in the amount of 
revenue available for payment of interest and the amounts of Ioans 
supplied by the Government ?" He has submitted that Exhibit M 14 
showed that there has been a progressive decline in the reverse 
direction . He has submitted that viewed in this background , the 
Board s finances are not sound or strong enough to bear any addi 
tional burden on account of increases in existing emoluments. 
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70 . On the other hand , both Mr. T. C. N. Menon , the President 
of the Executive Employees Union and Shri M. P. Menon , the 
Learned Advocate for the Junior , Engineers Association , have 
stoutly argued that the Board s financial position was sound and it 
was in a position to meet the financial burden of the demands 
under reference as also the consequential burden in respect of other 
categories of employees of the Board . Mr. T. C. N. Menon , himself 
a member of the Board , has urged an argument apart from the 
financial position of the Board which I may notice immediately . He 
has argued that the Executive Employees constitute the vast majo 
rity of the employees of the Board ; that the Board had even the 
financial resources of not only granting in full the Kumara Pillai 
Award in respect of the Ministerial Staff which had imposed a 
burden of Rs. 71.74 lakhs on the Board , but had also resources to 
meet the burden of the Sankaran Award in respect of the Engineers 
of the Board , which had iniposed a burden of Rs. 2.33 lakhs on 
the Board . He has urged that both the Kumara Pillai Award 
(Ex. W 11) and the Sankaran Award (Ex . W 10 ) had found that 
the Board had ample financial capacity to pay higher wages to the 
staff of the Board concerned in those two industrial disputes viz ., 
the Ministerial Staff and the Engineers of the Board. He has also 
pointed out that under Exhibit W9A settlement dates 20-11-1967, the 
Board had granted voluntarily an increase of as much as Rs. 45 per 
month to its N. M. R. (Nominal Muster Roll ) Workmen in spite of 
a binding settlement, which could have remained in force till 
31-12-1968 . He has pointed out that the Board has also granted 
huge increases to the works establishment workmen from 1-4-1968 
and had paid arrears from 1-12-1961 . He has further pointed out 
that hy Exhibit AW 24 , which is the modifying order of Sankaran 
Award , the Divisional Accountants and several other Officer -cate 
gories were given substantial increases in their pay scales . He has 
argued that thus under two Awards of Arbitrators and other volur 
tary acts of the Board , the Board had granted substantial increases 
in wages to other section of its employees, and that it was not open 
to the Board , to urge a plea of want of financial capacity to deny 
increase in wages to Executive Employees, who constitute the largest 
section of its employees and whose wages had not been revised 
since 1965 settlement (Ex. W3(i)]. He has pointed out that under 
Exhibit W 18 , 1 /4th of the lower division Works Superintendents 
were converted into 

upper division 

Works Superintendents with 
initial salary increased from Rs. 90 to Rs. 160 and that too with 
retrospective effect from 1958, arrears to be paid from 1-12-1961. 
He has stated that though the number of the workmen concerned 
were only about 130, the Board has incurred enormous expenditure 
by voluntarily granting long retrospective effects on occasions of as 
much as 8 increments of Rs. 10 each to Upper Division Works 
Superintendents, etc. He has estimated that a total amount of 
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arreurs under Awards and Settlements paid by the Board had amount 
od to the enormous figure of Rs 114.74 lakhs. This was only the 
arrears paid to which must be added the amount of Rs 30 lakhs 
paid to the Works Establishnient Charge Staff. This would work 
out to the Board having incurred and paid a liability of Rs. 141.71 
lakhs, say about Rs 1.5 crores . 

71. Both the Executive Employecs Union and the Junior Engi. 
neers Association have urged that the Board has the financial 
capacity to grant the demands under reference. They have both 
relied upon the G. Kumara Pillai Award and the Sankaran Award , 
which have both held that the Board had the capacity to meet the 
reasonable demands of the employees . The Kumara Pillai Award 
in para 3.20 of its Award was observed as follows: 

" I am not impressed by the Board s contention that its finan . 
cial resources do not allow any increase in pay scales being 
" granted . The Board has been putting forward this objection 
from 1959, and yet it has sanctioned substantial increases on 
several occasions between 1960 and 1965 to other categories of 
employees numbering about three or four times of the Non 

Exccutive Employees" . 
Later , in the same paragraph after referring to several wage in 
creases granted by the Board to several categories of its workmen , 
the Learned Arbitrator observed as under : 

" In these circumstances , I am forced to conclude that it is 
not financial incapacity that has stood in the way of the Board 
granting increase in wages to the Non -Executive Employees or 

in allowing the demands in E.D. 44 to a reasonable extent" . 
Dealing with the large advances made by the Government to the 
Board , on which Shri Shenoi has laid SO much emphasis , Shri 
Kuinara Pillai in his Award in para 3.21 has stated as follows: 

" According to Section 64 (x ) the ultimate profits are to go to 
the consolidated fund of the State. In these circumstances, it 
appears to me that, whatever might be the legal fiction , the 
advances made by the Government to the Board are not really 
loans but are in fact investments in a business by its proprietor 
or owner . The so called interest also is , from the point of 
view of realities , only the return which the proprietor seeks 
to get on his investment or capital" . 

Again in para 3.22 of his Award , Shri G. Kumara Pillai 
observed : 

.... the concern will not be heard to say 
that it is not able to pay legitimate wages to its workmen 
because it is working at a loss on account of the returns the 
proprietor requires for his huge investments even before they 

, 1746 
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begin lo carn revenues . Such a plea wiil be neither just nor 
fair . If this contension is upheld , the employees will never be 
abie lo get fair wages, for the Board will ever be taking up 
fresh schemes (at least mül all the Five Year Plans are over ) 
and for those schemes it will be making heavy invesiments 
from funds borrowed trom Government or oiher sources. IC 
the interest on such loans are to be taken as revenue expendi 
iure and not as capital expenditure , the Board will never be 
found to be working at a profit. To allow this plea , would be 
to permit a prosperous concern to perpetuate a system of 
sweated labour , perpetually making huge investments for deve 

lopment at the cost of the workmen " . 
72. In para 3.25 of his Award , Shri Kumara Pillai concluded by 
stating : - 
" I am also salisfied , from the circumstances pointed out in para 

graphs 3.18 to 3.24 , that the Board has the financial capacity to 
bear the burden of the increases I shall be awarding, I do not 

think it necessary to go into this contention at any further length " . 
73. Sankaran , C. J. in his award dated 16th April , 1967 in the case 
of the Engineers of the Board observed in para 20 of his Award as 
follows: 

" In spite of the financial difficulty pleaded by the Board , it has 
not contended that the financial position of the Board is such as 
to compel it to invoke the aid of the proviso to Section 59 of 
the Electricity (Supply ) Act. On the other hand , the evidence 
given by the Chairman of the Board , examined as AW - 1, and 
the other items of evidence on record , and which will be presently 
adverted to , make it abundantly clear that the financial position 
of the Board is sound and that the Board has already entered 
on an era of prosperity . In connection with the proposal of a 
loan from the World Bank , the Board has prepared a forecast of 
its financial position up to the year 1970-71. Exhibit A 44 ( 1 ) is 
that statement and it is proved by AW7 who is an Assistant 
Engineer working in the Planning Section of the Board. In the 
evidence given by the Chairman of the Board as AW - 1 , he has 
stated that Ex. A44 ( 1 ) is a realistic estimate . This estimate shows 
that the net earnings of the Board are expected to be steadily on 
the increase so that by the year 1970-71, the Board could earn a 
net profit of 11 % on the capital base . In the statement Ex. 
A44 ( 1) , interest charges have been calculated on the assumption 
that the allotment in the 4th Five Year Plan will be of the order 
of Rs. 95 crores . But subsequently , this has been reduced to 
Rs. 82.5 crores . This will result in a consequential reduction in 
the interest liability as estimated in Ex . A4411) . Since the esti 
mated income will not go down , the net profit will be even more 
than 11 % on the capital base by 1970-71. 


74. Referring to Venkataraman Committee s Report, the Learned 
Arbitrator Sankaran C. J. Observed as follows: 

" The Committee made it study of the working of the various 
Electricity Boards in the country and according to IWI, the 
recommendations made by that comunittee realistic and 
sound . He has also stated that these recommendations have been 
: ccepted by the Government of India and all other State Govern 
ments and Electricity Boards. If the system of accounting recom 
mended by that Committee is followed in preparing the Budget 
estimates of the Board , the interest liability on the State loans 
invested in projects which have not started vielding revenue , 
could be put off to : future date when such projects start yielding 

revenue" . 
75 . Shri Sankaran had relied upon the following statement made 
before him by the then Chairman of the Board : 

" Hence it is expected that the present arrears of Rs. 3 crores and 
odd can be cleared during 1967-68 with the increase in the 

revenues" . 
76. I may pause here and state that it was pointed out at the 
hearing before me that much less than this arrears of Rs. 3 crores 
being wiped out , the same has increased , as on 31-3-1968 , to Rs. 7.00 
crores . But, in spite of this, the Accounts Member of the Board 
(MW1) in his cross -examination , has stated that the Board expects 
increase in its gross revenue of about 300 per cent and the net return . 
excluding duty , to increase by 700 per cent. Further , the Accounts 
Member has stated : 

" I agree that the large capital already invested will begin to yield 
return when the financial position of the Board will be substan 

tially better , but it is only a hope" . 
I am of the opinion that the Board undoubtedly has the financial 
capacity to grant at least a fair wage to its employees. Statement 
Exhibii M14 , which gives the percentage returns from 1957-58 to 
1966-67 shows that the rate of return which was 3.12 per cent in 
1957-58 has steadily gone up to 5.89 during 1965-66 . The net work 
ing results for 1967-68 show a net surplus of Rs. 276.67 lakhs. If to 
this an ount is added the figure of 150 lakhs, arrears of payment made 
to workmen during 1967-68, the total amount would have come to 
Rs. 126.67 lakhs, which is the real net surplus for 1967-68 except for 
the payment of arrears to Government. According to the Statement 
M39 (Critical appraisal of the Accountant General) , the net surplus 
for 1965-66 was Rs. 302.14 lakhs which had increased in 1966-67 tc 
Rs. 349.49 lakhs. Even according to the Board s statement Exhibit 
M14 the net surplus for 1965-66 is shown as Rs. 297.14 lakhs and foi 
1967 it is shown as Rs. 33.49 lakhs. Shri T. C. N. Menon has from 
the statements on record pointed out that no other Electricity Boar 
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in this country is showing as good a return as of 3.86 per cent as shown 
by this Board . He has pointed out (Ext. M26 ) that the Assam Electri. 
city Board is getting a return of minus 96 lakhs , the Andhra Pradesh 
Electricity Board with a capital base of Rs. 123.11 lakhs is showing 
a vet income of Rs. 2.44 , the Bihar Electricity Board with a capital 
base of Rs. 89.33 lakhs is showing a return of only 1.18 per cent. The 
Maharashtra Electricity Board is also showing a return of minus 1.39 
per cent. The only Electricity Board which has a surplus is the Mysore 
Electricity Board , which is showing a surplus of 1.12 per cent after 
paying interest charges . 

77. In my opinion , the present financial position of the Board is 
largely due to the fact that even today it is in a developing stage. 
All its projects have not yet been commissioned . When all the Pro 
jects are completed and come into operation , both the gross revenue 
and the net. return are bound to increase substantially . The Accounts 
Member : MW1, in his cross -examination at page 20 stated that the 
increases in gross revenue would be of about 300 per cent and the net 
return excluding duty would increase by 700 per cent by 1970-71. No 
doubt, he stated that " that it was only a hope" . In my opinion , on 
the application of the five tests laid down by the Supreme Court in 
the case of the Ahmedabad Mill Owners Association s case, it must 

be held that the Board as an industry is in a sound financial position ; 
+ it has made considerable progress during the recent years ; it has not 

incurred any loss since 1958 ; in spite of the idle surplus of the Sabari 
giri Project, the Board has not since 1958 in any year incurred a loss ; 
the prospects of the industry in the future is also bright as adverted 
to by. MW1. There is also no doubt that with the Industrial develop 
ment of the Kerala State , the demand for electricity is bound to 
increase . There are other means by which the financial position of 
the Board can also be improved . There are much arrears to be re 
covered by the Board running into almost a crore of rupees and as 
pointed by Sankaran C. J. the Board has never asked the Government 
for subvension . I am of the opinion that the Board s plea that it has 
not the financial capacity to meet the reasonable demands of the 
workmen is not justified . Though the Board may not be able to pay 
the scales of pay and dearness allowance at rates at which prosperous 
industrial concerns whether State owned or belonging to the private 
sector in Kerala State are paying to their workmen , the Board cannot 
in the facts and circumstances deny to its executive employees a fair 
rate of wage on the plea of financial incapacity . I also accept 
Shri T. C. N. Menon s contention that considering the substantial 
increases , which the Board has granted to its other categories of 
employees under previous awards, and under settlements and some 
increases granted suo moto , the Board cannot deny to its executive 
employees, the workmen concerned in this reference, a fair rate of 
wages and other fair and justified terms and conditions of service , 
on the plea of financial incapacity . 
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78. With regard to the Board s contention that it was not under 
an obligation to give higher scales of pay and other beneflts to the 
employees than what its employees would have got if they had con 
tinued in Government service as long as conditions of employment 
remained the same; that it is a statutory corporation which was 
formed and which functions under the provisions of the Electricity 
Supply Act, 1948, and , therefore, it cannot be compared to other 
industrial and commercial undertakings in the public or private sector, 
the same were urged on behalf of the Board before the two earlier 
Arbitration proceedings, i.e. before Sankaran C. J. and Kumara 
Pillai, J. who have both in their awards rejected the same. With 
respect , I agree with those decisions. I also agree with the Union s 
contention that under the principles laid down by the Supreme Court 
in the case of Hindustan Antibiotics Case (1967 I. LLJ. Page 114 ) . the 
Board cannot plead that for all times to come even when its financial 
position has improved - it cannot be compared for the purposes of 
the wages to be paid by it to its employees and the conditions of 
service to be granted to its employees , with industrial or commercial 
concern 

in the public or private sector . 
79. Itmust not be forgotten that one of the reasons why the Board 
was constituted was, that it would be able to function and carry on 
the work of generating and distributing electricity on commercial 
lines and not as a Department of Government, which it was when 
the Board was formed . It is true , that the Board has to work within 
the framework of the provisions of the Electricity ( Supply ) Act, and 
that the State Government does exercise certain amount of control 
in certain matters, but that would not, in my opinion , justify the 
Board s plea that its employees cannot, at any time, even when the 
Board s various Projects are fully commissioned , and the Board earns : 
Returns at rates which are considered as satisfactory by the Board , 
e.g. the rates of Return mentioned by it in its proposals to the World 
Bank --- even then the Board s employees cannot claim wages and 
terms and conditions of service similar to those granted by other 
industrial and commercial concerns in the private and public sector 
in other words, for all times the employees of the Board , cannot be 
granted wages and terms and conditions of service which public or 
private industrial or commercial undertakings in Kerala State are 
paying to their employees. I think to accept this contention would 
be to go counter to the principles enunciated by the Supreme Court 
in the case of the Hindustan Anti Biotics Case above referred to . 

80. In that judgment, His Lordship , Shri K. Subba Rao, then 
Chief Justice , delivering the judgment for a Bench of 5 Judges, first 
considered the question of principle and stated that the object of the 
industrial law was two fold ; (1 ) to improve the service conditions of 
industrial labour so as to provide them with ordinary amenities of 
life and (ii) to bring about industrial peace , which would in its turp 
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accelerate productive activity of the country resulting in its pros 
perity ; that industrial adjudications reflected in the judgments of 
Tribunals and the Courls have evolved similar principles governing 
wage fixation , though accidentally they relate only to industries born 
in the private sector. The principle of region - cum -industry , the 
doctrine that the minimum wage should be assured to the labour 
irrespective of the capacity of the industry to bear the expenditure in 
that regard, the concept that fair wage is linked with the capacity 
of the industry , the rule of relevancy of comparable concerns and 
the recognition of the totality of the basic wage and dearness allow 
ance that should be borne in mind in the fixation of wage structure , 
are so well settled and recognised by industrial adjudications that 
further elaborations are unnecessary . His Lordship in this connection 
referred to the decisions in Crown Aluminium Works Versus Their 
Workmen (1958 I. LLJ. Page 1 ) ; Express Newspapers (Pvt.) Limited 
Versus the Union of India ( 1961 I. LLJ. Page 339 ) ; French Motor Car 
Company Limited Versus Their Workmen (1962 II. LLJ. Page 744 ) ; 
Hindustan Times Limited , New Delhi, Versus Their Workmen (1963 
I. LLJ. Page 108 ) and observed that there could be no dispute on the 
laudable aims of industrial policy of our country in the matter of 
wage fixation . His Lordship Subba Rao then quoted a passage from 
the judgment of Das Gupta J. in the case of Hindustan Times Limited , 
New Delhi, Versus Their Workmen ( 1963 I. LLJ. Page 108 ), where 
the concepts of minimum wage, fair wage, and living wage, were 
defined . 


" In trying to keep true to the two points of social philosophy and 
economic necessities which vie for 

consideration , industrial 
adjudication has set for itself certain standards in the matter of 
wage fixation . At the bottom of the ladder , there is ihe minimum 
basic wage, which employer of any industrial labour must pay 
in order to be allowed to continue an industry . Above this is 
the fair wage which may roughly be said to approximate to the 
need based minimum in the sense of the wage which is , " ade 
quale lo cover the normal needs of the average employee regarded 
as a human being in a civilized society" : Above the fair wage is 
the " living wage " , a wage , " which will maintain the workmen 
in the highest state of industrial efficiency , which will enable him 
to provide his family with all the material things which are need ! 
ed for their health and physical well being enough to enable him 

lo qualify to discharge his cluties as a citizen ." 
His Lordship , Shri Subba Rao , then posed a question : - " In the appli 
cation of the said principles , doubtless evolved in the industrial dis 
putes in the private sector , what is the difference between industries 
in the iwo sectors to justify a different treatment of the indusiries in 
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the public sector ?" In holding that there was no justification for 
difference in treatment, his Lordship , observed as follows: 

" There is socio - economic justification for the said principles . 
The social and economic upliftment of the labour is important for 
securing industrial peace , which is essential to increase the national 
productivity . It is an accident that industrial adjudication in the 
private sector has thrown out the said principles. All the said con 
siderations equally apply to industries in the public sector." 

Further His Lordship observed : 

" In the ultimate analysis , the character of the Employer or the 
destination of profits has no relevance in the fixation of wage. Who . 
ever may be the employer , he has to pay a reasonable wage to the 
employees. The incongruity of the alleged destination in the matter 
of wages , is further exemplified if we compare similar industries in 
the same region owned by the State and by the Union . Now , if the 
argument be accepted , the pattern of wage structure between these 
also must differ , for , the pay scales now obtaining in the State Govern 
ments and Central Governments radically differ . On the other hand , 
if the doctrine of region -cum -industry is accepted all the employees 
of industries of similar nature irrespective of the character of the 
Employers will get a fair deal without any discrimination which will 
certainly be conducive to the industrial development of our country .” 
His Lordship then proceeded to discuss the constitutional, legis 
lative , executive and opinion trends in that regard . After considering 
Article 39 of the Directive Principles of State Policy and the Legisla 
tive Provisions in Acts relating to Industries such as the Bombay. 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1938 , Industrial Employment Standing 
Orders Act, 1947, Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, he pointed out that 
in these Acts no distinction was made between industries in the public 
and private sectors, vis -a - vis , the service condition of labour. Refer 
ring to the provisions of Sec . 2 ( g ) and 2 (s ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 , His Lordship observed : 

" A combined reading of these provisions indicates - indeed it is 
not disputed --that the Act regulates the relationship of employer 
and employee irrespective of the fact that the Employer is the 

Siate Government or not." 
His Lordship further went on to observe that industrial adjudication 
also adopted the same pattern for both the categories of industries . 
His Lordship referred to the Awards given by Tribunals in industrial 
disputes raised by the workmen of Air India , State Bank of India , 
Municipal Undertakings , Collieries , Bombay Electricity Supply and 
Transport Undertaking and Life Insurance Corporation of India , and 
held that they showed that the Tribunals applied the principles 
evolved by industrial adjudication in regard to the industries in the 
private sector , to the said public undertakings . So , too , the wage 
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boards constituted by the Government of India for different indus 
tries such as steel, engineering , cement, hotels , etc., inade enquiries 
into the service conditions without making any distinction between 
the industries in the two sections. Their Lordships further held that 
the pronouncement made by the Government or its official agencies , 
do not also support any such consideration . His Lordship referred 
to the 15th Indian Labour Conference , where labour employees , the 
employers, the State Government and the Central Government were 
represented . His Lordship then referred to the recommendations of 
that Conference with regard to fair wages in para 5 of its Report, 
which reads as follows: 

" As regards fair wages , it was agreed that the Wage Board should 
go into the details in respect of each industry on the basis of the 
recommendations contained in the Report of the Committee on 
Fair Wages. These recommendations of the Fair Wages Com 
mittee should also be made applicable to industries in the public 

sector." 
His Lordship , then referred to the observations in the first three Five 
Year Plan Reports and observed that the Planning Commission s 
Report on the third Five Year Plan , also , " did not make any departure 
from its earlier policy , and did not suggest that the two centres 
vis -a -vis the labour should be put in different compartments.” It has 
also referred to the observations of the Estimate Committees and 
after referring to observations in recognized publications, on the 
subject of wages and collective bargaining; that the trend was that 
the wages should normally be fixed on region-cum -industry basis ; and 
concluded the discussion by observing , " on consideration of the rele 
vant materials placed before us, we have come to the conclusion that 
the same principle evolved by industrial adjudication in regard to 
private sector undertaking, will govern those in the public sector 
undertaking , having a distinct corporate existence." 

81. I am of the opinion that the observations and findings quoted 
above from the judgment of the Supreme Court in the Hindustan 
Anti Biotics Case is binding on me, and the Board is not justified in 
pleading that fixing the wage scales for the executive employees, 
including Junior Engineers , the Board cannot be compared with 
private sector undertakings in this region . In fact, I find , from the 
Report of the Commission for enquiry into pay scales and related 
matters of Kerala State employees that the Commission in its Report 
published in 1969 has differed from the view expressed by the Pay 
Commission , 1965 , that the concept of need based minimum wage is 
applicable only to industrial workers and not to Government em 
ployees. The Commission has in para 19 of its Report observed as 
follows: 

"" The Pay Commission 1965 has taken the position that the concept 

of need based minimum wage is applicable only to industrial 
workers and not to Government employees . We beg to differ 
from this view ." 
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Thus on principle , the Kerala State Government is committed to the 
principle of the need based waga . Ilowever , the Commission , in view 
of the considerations stated in paras 20 , 21, 22 and 23 of its Report, 
did not try to compute the need based minimum wage for Ur State 
Government employees , but contended itself by proposing an increase 
of Rs. 10 in the minimum of the lowest existing scale and in increase 
of Rs. 15 in the maximum with an increment rate of Rs. per annum . 
The Commission has also made a recommendation that there should 
be a parity in the scales of pay in the public sector undertaking and 
in the Government. The Commission in para 28 of its Report has 
observed as follows: 

" The public sector undertakings have been created with Govern 
ment funds , for the ellicient management of Government s Com 
mercial and industrial activities, so that they could generate 
surpluses for further economic development. Unfortunately , most 
of the undertakings are running at a loss and the losses are being 
borne by the Government and the tax- payers . We cannot, there 
fore , over emphasis the need for the evolution of a co -ordinate 
wage-policy for the public sector by the Government. If such a 
policy is not evolved , the grant of concessions would set in it 
chain reaction as has happened during the last three years 
and the State s efforts at development would be seriously 

jeopardised ." 
82 . I have earlier in this award discussed the financial capacity of 
the Board , and have held that this Board has the financial capacity to 
grant its workmen fair wages and to grant thein certain other terms 
and conditions of service . I am not satisfied that the Board has the 
capacity to grant its workmen the living wage as claimed by the 
Union . As it is, under the Kumara Pillai Award , the Ministerial Stall 
have been granted a fair rate of wages and the executive employees 
who are at present on a lower rate of wages, cannot be denied the fair 
wages and reasonable terms and conditions of service. I cannot accept 
the Board s contention that the employees of the Board are not entitled 
to anything more than what the State Government pays its like 
employees . On the principle of the Hindustan Anti Biotics Case , it 
must be held that the same principles should be applied in evolving 
the wage structure for the employees of the Board as for employees 
of industrial undertakings in the public sector. I am , however. not 
satisfied that the Board s financial position or its immediate future 
prospects can justify the grant of anything more than fair rates of 
wages, and dearness allowance at any higher rate than the Central 
Government s rates of dearness allowance as varied from time to 
time, and house -rent allowance at the rate which had been granted 
by the G. Kumara Pillai Award i.e. of Rs. 10 per month . It is not 
possible to grant the executive employees of the Board . wages at 
lower rates than what has been awarded by the Kumara Pillai Award 
to like 

categories of its ministerial staff and other employees, 
G. 1746 . 
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83. It is necessary at this stage to refer to the various Projects of the 
Kerala State Electricity Board . The facts stated in this and the next para 
graph have been extracted from the article by Shri A. M. Mani, the then 
Chief Engineer, ( Electricity), appearing the Souvenir issued by the Board 
on the occasion of the inauguration on 28th August, 1967 of the Sabarigiri 
Project. Since then the Sholayar H. E. Project and the Sabarigiri H. E. 
Project have been completed and therefore , I have included them in the 
completed Projects. 

" Electric power is the key to economic development and the advance 
of a country is often measured in terms ofelectric power production and con 
sumption . Consumption of electric energy per head of population in the 
more industrialised and advanced countries of the world varies from 2,500 
to 10,000 units per annum . Till recently (1967) among the countries of 
the West, the per capita consumption in Norway was the highest being 
10,000 units per annum . In Canada it is 6,400 units, in Sweden and U. S. A. 
5,300 , in Switzerland and U. K. over 3,000 and in the U.S. S. R. 2,500 units . 
The standard of living and the national per capita income in these countries 
is also correspondingly high . Among the Asian countries, Japan has the 
highest per capita consumption of electrical energy which y is about 1,500 
units per annum . The All India Average in 1967 was about 55 and in Kerala 
it was about 52 units per annum . At the begining of the First Five Year 
Plan , these figures were 18 and 13 respectively" . 

84. With regard to the generation and supply of Electricity in Kerala 
Shri Mani has stated , “ In Kerala , electric supply on a large scale began with 
the establishment of a Hydro Electric Station at Pallivasal in 1940. Prior 
to that only a few .important towns were supplied with electricity generated 
from small diesel power stations. With the commencement ofHydro electrical 
gencration , these thermal stations were closed down one by one. Since the 
commissioning of the first stage of the Pallivasal Hydel with an installed 
capacity of 19,000 KW , the demand for power has increased considerably 
and today it is about7225 MW . To meet the growing demand for power, 
a number of Hydro Electric Projectswere investigated and taken up for .con 
struction . The particulars of the Projects completed and under construc 
tions are given below : 

Installed Power Cost 
Name of Project 

capacity Potential Rs. in 
11.11 . al 100 % crores 

L.F.M.W. 
PROJECTS COMPLETED : 
1. Pallivasal H. E. Project 

37.5 32.5 4.30 
2. Sengulam H. E. Project 

18.0 20.8 3.70 
3 . Panniar H. E. Project 

30.0 16.9 6.30 
4. Neriamangalam H. E. Project • 45.0 27.3 3.85 
5. Poringalkuthu H. E. Project 

32.0 19.5 4.00 
6. Sholayar H. E. Project 

54.0 26.6 7.50 
7. Sabarigiri H.E. Project 

300.0 152.6 36.40 
PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION : 
8. Idikki H. E. Project 

390.0 213.0 

70.00 
9. Kuttiyadi H. E. Project 

75.0 28.0 7.50 


70 


45 


on 1-1-1969. 


85. Before I deal with the demands on their merits, certain other facts 
may be noticed. There are about 69 — categories of Exccutive Employees 
under reference varying from Line-Helper to Junior Engineers, which have 
been grouped in seven groups by Shri T. C. N.Menon for the purposes of 
this reference, the seventh group being Junior Engineers. The Board as 
on 1-1-1969 employed about 16,000 workers made up of 12,451 regular em 
ployees , 900 work establishment personnel and 3,000 N. M. R. (Nominal 
Muster Roll ) Personnel. In addition to this , the Board employs casual 
labour known as C. L. R. (Casual Labour Roll) whose number-varies and 
it was stated at the hearing that it was anybody s guess as to how many C.L.R. 
were employed at any given time. Of these employees, the Executive 
Employees , directly covered by this reference, numbered about 6,500 as 

On that date the Board had in its service about 1,000 Engineers, 
ofwhom about 727 were Junior Engineers. These various groups of employees 
of the Board have their own separate Unions. The Engineers of the Board 
have three separate Unions, viz : (1) the Junior Engineers Association , 
which represents the Junior Engineers of the Board in this dispute, (2) the 
Engineering Association ( Electrical) and (3 ) the Civil Branch Engineering 
Association . The Executive Staff, including Junior Engineers , are represented 
by the Executive Employees Union and the Ministerial Staff consisting 
mainly of Clerks and Peons, numbering about 3,500 , are represented by the 
K. S. E. Board Employees Union . The N.M. R. Workmen and the C. L.R. 
Labour have their own separate Unions. The Work Establishment Staff , 
who are recruited for work of a temporary nature also have their own separate 
Unions and have entered into a separate agreement, with the Board . They 
have been absorbed into regular establishment since 30-9-1969 by Board s 
Order dated 9-8-1967 (Ex. W15 ). The Executive Employees Union , which 
has raised this dispute was started in 1957 and Executive Employees of the 
categories from Line Helpers to Junior Engineers are its members. . I have 
already briefly referred to the events leading up to this reference. It is , 
however, necessary to recapitulate here that on 30-4-1966 , the Executive 
Employees? Union submitted a Memorandum or Charter of Demands, and 
on 18-11-1966 , the Executive Employees Union served a Notice of Strike 
( Ex. W7), demanding , Inter alia , revised scales of pay for the 68 categories 
of Executive Employees mentioned therein . The Union s said statement 
gives particulars the scales of pay for the various categories as they existed 
on 1-4-1958 , and as they were revised with effect from 1-1-1966 after merger 
of dcarness allowance into basic pay, as also the demanded scales of pay . 
On the demand for weightage, the demand in the strike notice (Ex. WÍ) 
was for one incremeilt in the proposed revised scale for every three years 
of continuous service, service to be reckoned from the date of first appoint 
ment. With regard to dearness allowance , the demand was for dearness 
allowance linked to the cost of living index for Ernakulam , the demand being 
in two parts . Under the first part, the demand was that the employees 
drawing basic salary upto Rs. 109 in the demanded scale , be paid dearness 
allowance at the rate of 50 paise per point above 100 points of the cost of 
living index for Ernakulam and for employees drawing Rs. 210 and above , 
the demand was for dcarness allowance at 18 paise per point over 100 points 
of thc Ernakulam Cost of Living Index Number. 


86. In the mcantime, the Engineers of the Board formed themselves 
i nto an Association of Engineers known the Kerala Statc Electricity Board 
Engineers Association . Even the Chief Engineer of the Board was a member 
of that Union , and they raised a dispute over their pay scales and other bene 
fits which was referred , as stated carlier, to the arbitration of Shri Sankaran , 
retired Chief Justice of the Kerala High Court, who gave his Award on 
6-4-1967 (Ex. M10 ) . 

87. It is also necessary, at this stage, to Egive a brief account of the 
dearness allowance paid in this Board . The question of dearness allowance 
was not referred to the Industrial Tribunal, Shri Purushothaman Nair in 
I. D. 45 of 1958. The Kumara Pillai Award dated 14-3-1967 awarded to 
the Ministerial Staff , the dearness allowance at Central Government rates 
with effect from 1-7-1964. The benefit of this was also extended to and 
enjoyed by the Executive Employees from 1-7-1964 till 9-12-1966 . The 
Junior Engineers are, however, continuing to enjoy the Central Government 
rates of dearness allowance even after 10-12-196 

88. It is necessary to give the figures of the dearness allowance of the 
Kerala State Government for its employees, as introduced with effect from 
1-10-1965 . 


Dearness Allowance 


Basic Pay 
Below Rs. 90 
Rs. 90 to Rs. 109 
Rs. 110 to Rs. 149 
Rs. 150 to Rs. 210 


Rs. 33 
Rs. 50 
Rs. 65 
Rs. 81 


As I have stated earlier from 1-7-1964 to 9-12-1966 , the Executive Employees 
were being paid dearness allowance at Central Government Rates. How 
ever, under the agreement of 10-12-1966 , the Executive Employees were 
put on the State Government s rates of dearness allowance stated above, 
but in addition were granted interim relief at the following rates : 


interim Relief 

Rs. 27 p.my. 


Amount of Dearness Allowance 
Those who were drawing Rs. 33 as D.A. 
Do. 

Rs. 507 
Do. 

Rs. 65 ) 
Do. 

Rs. 81 


99 


Rs. 20 p.m. 
Rs. 17 p.m. 


33 


89. It may be stated that the Executive Employees are continuing 
to draw dearness allowance only at the above rates of the State Government 
employees from 10-12-1966, although there have been increases in the State 
Government s rates of dearness allowance since that date. They also continue 
to draw interim relief at the fixed rates stated above. Clause 32 of the agree 
ment of 10-12-1966 (Ex. W8), however, provided that the amount of interim 
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rclic paid would be adjusted against any monitory benefit that would be 
awarded by my Award in this dispute. 

90. Since I am here referring to the dearness allowance paid w the 
Executive Staff and the Junior Engineers, I may as well state that at present 
all Ministerial Staff , and Engineers (including Junior Engineers are getting 
dcarness allowance at the Central Government rates of dearness allowance 
under the G. Kumara Pillai Award and the Sankaran Awards respectively , 
and the subsequent orders of the Board . In the case of the .. V. R. as per 
Settlement dated 20-11-1967 (Ex . W9A ), " if and when the existing D. A. 
is revised to the Executive Employces, the N. M. R.workers will be granted 
an increase in D. A. to the extent and from the date of such revision " As I 
have stated earlier under the Kumara Pillai Award , the Ministerial Staff 
shall stand to get the same increase in dearness allowance over and above 
the Central Government rates of dcarness allowance , which have been 
awarded to them by that Award ), as I may grant to the Executive Employees 
under this reference . 


91. It is also necessary to state that as the Executive Employees got 
the benefit of the Central Government rates of dearness allowance from 
1-7-1964 till 9-12-1966 , the N.M. R. employees also got the difference between 
the State Government s rates of D. A. and the Central Government s rates 
of D. A. for the same period i.e. from 1-7-1964 till 9-12-1966 . The N. 11. R. 
are at present getting the flat rate of D. A. of Rs. 45-50 paise per month as 
per settlement dated 20-10-1967 , but they are not getting any interim relief. 

92. My purpose in pointing all this out is that under the directions con 
tained in various previous Awards and settlements and the Orders of the 
Board , several other categories of employees of the Board will stand to get the 
same increase in D. A., which I may grant under my Award in this reference 
to the Executive Employees of the Board . In other words, the Award that 
I may make on dearness allowance in this reference in respect of the Executive 
Staff , will enure to the benefit of several other categories of employees of the 
Board , not covered by this reference. This is an important aspect when 
considering the financial burden that would be imposed upon the Board by 
the increase in D. A. which I may grant by my Award . I may state that 
I have duly considered and weighed this consideration in fixing the rates 
of dearness allowance for the Executive Employees on Demand No. 3 under 
reference . 


93. I now come to a consideration of the pay scales for the 68 categories 
of Executive Employees under reference, who range from Line Helper to 
Junior Engineers . As I have stated eariler, the Executive Employees Union 
has at the hearing grouped the 68 categories of Junior Engineers into nine 
groups and I give below the categories included in each of these seven groups, 
the existing pay scale of the categories in each group and the scales of pay 
demanded at the hearing by the Union for them , under the written notes 
of arguments submitted by Shri T. C.N.Menon , the President of the Union . 


EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES, LINE HELPERS TO THE JUNIOR ENGINEERS 


Existing Pay Scale 


Pay Scale Demanded at the 

hearing 


Group I. (Items 1 to 9). 
1 . 

Line Helper 
2 . Cleaner 
3 . Boat Cleaner 
3 (a ) Chainman 
4. Oilman 
5. Lorry Cleaner 
6. Oilman -cum - Cleaner 
7. Valve House Operator Grade II 
8. Signaller Grade II 
9. Boatman 


Rs. 65-2-85 ( 10 years) 

do. 
do. 
do . 
do. 
do . 


Rs. 110-5-130-6-160 

do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 


Rs. 65-2-95 

do . 
Rs. 65-2-85 
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Group II. (Items 10 to 13 ) 

10. Assistant Engine Driver 


Rs. 130-6-160-7-230 


Rs. 75-2-85-3-115 
(15 year ) 

do . 
do . 
do . 


do ... 


do . 
do . 


11. Signaller Grade II 
12. Assistant Filter Operator 

13 . Assistant Lineman 
Group III. (Items 14 to 22) 

14. Meter Room Attender 


Rs. 140-6-170-8-240 


Rs. 75-3-90-4-110-5-135 
( 17 years ) 

do . 
do . 


14 (a ) Valve House Operator 
15. Yard Mechanic Grade II 


do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 30-4-100-5-160 

do . 
do. 


Rs. 160-8-200-10-300 

do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 


do . 


do. 


16. Fitter Grade III 
17. Blue Printer 
18. Intake Watcher 
19. Mechanic 
20. Operator Grade II 
21. Dam Operator 

22. Estimate Copyist 
Group IV . ( Items 23 to 47 ) 

23. Works Superintendent 
24. Works Superintendent 
25. Fitter -cum -Welder 
26. Fitter - cum -Crane Operator 
27. Fitter-cum -Blacksmith 
28. Attender -cum -Operator 
29 . Winch Operator-cum -Mech . 
30. Fitter - cum -Plumber 
31. Fitter Grade II 
32. Tracer 
33 . Boat Driver 
34 . Roller Driver 
35. Winch Driver 
36. Yard Mechanic Grade I 
37 . Driver 
38. Surveyor Grade I 
.39. Lineman 
40. Turner 
41. Cable Jointer Grade II 
42. Filter Operator 
43. Crane Operator 
44. Filter Grade I 
45. Winch Operator 
16. Mechanic Grade II 
47. Operator Grade I 
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do . 
do . 
do. 
de. 


do . 


do . 
do. 
do . 
do. 

do . 
Rs. 75-3-90-1-110-5-135 
Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 

do . 
do. 
do . 
de . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
cle . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 


cio . 


de . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
co . 


do 


Existing Pay Scale 


Pay Scale Demanded at the 

hearing 


Group 1. (Items 18 to 54) 


48. Overseer Grade II 
.49. Foreman Grade V 
50. Veter Mechanic Grade II 
51. Surveyor Grade I 
52. Telephone Mechanic 
53. Teleprinter Mechanic 
54 . Driver Grade I 


Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 

do . 

do . 
Rs. 160-10-270 

do. 
do. 
do. 


Rs. 210-10-260-12-380 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
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do . 


Group VI. Items 55 to 67) 

55. Tractor Driver 
56. Dam Superintendent 
57. Coil TVinder 
58. Meter Vicchanic Grade I 
59. Engine Driver 
60 . Mechanic Grade I 
61. Meter Tester 
62. Cable Jointer Grade I 
63. Foreman Grade IV 
64. Foreman Grade III 
65. Overseer or Draftsman Grade I 
66 . Senior Operator 
67 . Research Assistant 


Rs. 160-10-270 ) Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 
do . 

do. 
do . 

do. 

do. 
do. 

do . 
do . 

do . 
do . 

do . 
do . 

do . 
do . 

do. 
do. 

do. 
do . 

do . 
do . 

do. 
Rs. 200-10-250-15-5 0 Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 


Group I II. ( Item No. 68 ) 

68. Junior Engineer 


Rs. 325-20-425-25-525 


Rs. 350-25-475-30-775 
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.94 . With regard to the first group , the largest number amongst them 
is that of Line Helpers who are in the Grade of Rs. 65-2-85 . Now , it is 
admitted that Line Helpers are recruited from categories C , D & E from 
amongst the N.M.R. It is claimed for the Executive Employees by Shri 
T. C. N.Menon , that they form the core of the operative staff of the Board , 
whose work is of a highly technical nature , and that even the lowest category 
of executive employees, the Line Helper, have supervisory functions. Accord 
ing to him about 2,000 , N.M.R. Workmen , who consist of semi-skilled and 
unskilled workmen do the primary work in Transmission and Distribution 
Sections, and on the Civil Side the Contractor s workmen and work establish 
ment staff do the primary work . It is claimed for the Line Helper that he 
partially supervises the N.M.R. Workmen and does other work like main 
tenance of L.T. Lines, attending fuse calls, etc., and that considerable tech 
nical skill is required to do this work , which is stated to be higly dangerous. 
Witness WW1, Shri V. Ayyappan Pillai, himself a Line Helper, has spoken 
to the duties of a Line Helper . The Union has claimed that on the evidence 
on record , the duties of a Line Helper must bedeemed to be that of a skilled 
workmen . The Union has, for this purpose, relied upon the evidence of 
WWI, WW2 & WW8. WW8, who is the Secretary of the Union has stated 
that Linemen in the other State Electricity Boards can be compared to Line 
Helpers in Kerala. He has argued that on the evidence of WW1, who has 
spoken to the duties of the Line Helper as being restoration of electric supply 
in his area , isolation of faulty sections, replacement of transformer fuses in L.T. 
and 11 KV Lines ; repairs and maintenance of lines ; attending fuse calls , re 
moval of earthing and charging the lines, disconnecting and reconnecting 
lines in his area under instructions of the Linemen - distribution of invoices 
etc., it must be held that the Lineman s duties were those of a skilled work 
men . Shri T.C.N. Menon has laid emphasis on the fact that the Linemen 
are recurited from experienced N.M.R. Workers , taking into account their 
seniority. It is admitted that from 1-1-1966 the wage scales of C , D , E & F. 
categories of N.M.R. Workmen are as follows: 

C ) Rs. 67.50-3-85.50-4.50-94.50 
( D ) Rs. 75-3-106.50-4.50-117. 
( E ) Rs. 90-4.50-139.50 , and 

Rs. 97.50-4.50-147. 
They were then getting dearness allowance of Rs. 22:50 . These scales 
were revised by the Board under the settlement dated 20-11-1967 (Ex. 9A ) 
to : 

Rs. 75-3-93-4.50-102 
D Rs. 82.50-3-106.50-4.50-124.50 . 
( EY Rs. 97.50-4.50-147. 

( F ) Rs. 105-4.50-154.50 . 
with dearness allowance of Rs. 45.50 per month . He has further pointed 
out that the settlement Ex. 9A provides under clause 3 thereof that any bene 
fit of revision of D.A. to Executive Staff will be given to N.M.R. also with 
effect from the date of such revision . 

G. 1746 
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95. As against this , the Management s case is that the Line Helper 
is an unskilled workman and that his duties have been grossly exaggerated 
by the Union . Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for the Board has pointed 
out that the first pay revision which was made in August, 1958 with effect 
from 1-4-1958 , was based on the pay Revision Commission s Report. The 
scales of pay then fixed by the Board are shown in Ex . M3 and cover in all 59 
categories of non -gazetted executives. By and large, the groupings of these 
59 non -gazetted staff is the same today as stated in Ex. M3. They were 
the same when the Board was formed on 1-4-1957 by Order Ex MI. He 
has stated that the underlying principle of this wage structure was a parity 
in the wage scales ( and not groupings) between Ministerial Staff and the 
Executive Employees on the one hand, and among the Executive Employees 
themsleves on the other. He has pleaded that inter se parity must not be dis 
turbed . He has, therefore, urged (1) that the present wage differentials of 
the various groups among the Executive Employees, inter se, as shown in Ext. 
M3, i.e. as are existing at present, should be maintained . (2 ) The parity 
between the ministerial staff pay scales and the Executive Staff pay scales as 
shown in Ex. M3, should not be disturbed . His appeal was that the glaring 
disparities should not be created , because the present total emolument of the 
lowest categories constituting group 1, is adequate and does not need to be 
revised . He has pointed out that the Board s lowest paid Executive Employees 
is today getting a total emolument of Rs. 132 made up as follows: 


Rs. 


Basic pay 


65.00 


33.00 


Dearness allowance 
Interim Relief 
House Rent allowance 


27.00 
7.00 


132.00 


He has pointed out that the N.M.R., “ C ” category as on 20-11-1967 was 
getting the following total emoluments ; Rs. 75.00 basic pay, in the scale of 
Rs. 75-3-93-4.50-102 , Rs. 45.50 D.A., Rs. 7.00 House Rent Rs. 127.50 , and 
that thus the Line Helper was not entitled to higher total emoluments. He has 
secondly urged that though at present there are about 1,391 Line Helpers 
1,400 posts have been newly sanctioned among whom there is a large number 
of Line Helpers. He has stated that if the scale of pay of Line Helpers is in 
creased substantially, a very heavy burden would be placed on the financial 
resources of the Board . Thirdly , he has argued that Line Helpers are not 
promoted but only recruited from the C , D & E categories of N.M.R. Workmen . 
He has fourthly argued that if the scale of pay of Rs. 110 to 160 demanded 
by the Union were to be granted , then the Line Helper at the start, with 
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dearness allowance at Central Government rates and House Rent allowance 
at 10 % of their salary would get Rs. 219 in all made up of as follows : --- 

Rs. 

110.00 
D.A. at Central Govt. Rates 

98.00 
House Rent at 10 % of Basic pay 

11.00 


Basic pay 


Total 


219.00 


He has stated that it is now well- settled that what is to be taken into 
account is not only the basic pay but the total cmoluments of the workmen 
(see Cochin State Power House and Its Workmen s case 1964 , II. LLJ. page 
100 ). Fifthly, he has argued that the work of the Line Helper is only manual. 
He has referred to the evidence of WWI, the only Line Helper examined by 
the Union , and has pointed out that he had no educationalor technical quali 
fication and that the only qualification prescribed for becoming a Line Helper 
is six months service as N.M.R. He has submitted that the duties of a Line 
Helper are mainly manual, essentially the work being ofmaintcance nature 
and that the Line Helper has to report a fuse, remove obstructions to overhead 
distribution lines, like falling of branches, switch on lights in the mornings 
and switch them off in the evenings. Hehas, in this connection , relied upon 
Ex. M 28 , which prescribes the qualifiction of Line Helper and Assistant 
Linemen as being literacy in Malayalam and six month s line experience. 
He has stated that the Line Helperswork was manual and he should not be 
awarded anything more than what a Peon in State Goverment service gets . 
The Peon in the State Government service gets Basic pay in the scale of Rs. 
70-2-100 ; the Dafadar gets a scale of Rs. 75-2-105 as fixed by the Kumara Pillai 
Award . He has pointed out that in Madras Electricity Board (Ex . M17 
page, Item 187) Lascars and Helpers are in the Grades of Rs. 55-1 1/2-70 
and Rs. 64-2-80 respectively. It is , however, admitted that in Madras there 
is no category of Line Helpers. He has also pointed out that the pay Commi 
ssion in Kerala has suggested a pay scale of Rs. 75-130 for Asstt. Linemen , 
who are at present in the scale of Rs. 65-115 . He has pointed out that the 
qualification of an Asstt. Lineman is slightly higher in as much as he is required 
to have experience of one year in the line and his present scale is Rs. 75-2 
85-3-115 . For all these reasons Shri Shenoi has submitted that no increase 
in the existing pay scale of Line Helpers or of the other categories in Group I 
is called for. 

96. In my opinion , the Line Helper and the 8 other categories in Group 
I are not skilled workmen as claimed by the Union . I cannot also accept the 
contention of the Board that they are merely unskilled manual workers. The 
very fact that the Line Helpers are admittedly recruited from the C., D & 
E categories of N.M.R. Workmen militates against their being considered as 
unskilled workmen . I have considered the oral and documentary evidence 
with regard to their duties and I am not prepared to hold that their duties are 
unskilled manual, nor am I prepared to hold that their duties are skilledmanual. 
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They, in my opinion , come between these two groups and can well be classi 
fied as semi-skilled . There is no doubt that their existing pay scales of Rs. 
65-2-80 needs to be revised considering what the lowest paid un -skilled mini 
sterial staff has been awarded by the Kumara Pillai Award . I am conscious 
that there are at present a large number of Line Helpers numbering as many 
as 1391 and their strength will be augmented under further recruitment already 
sanctioned . Shri Shenoi is right when he points out that the Union cannot 
be allowed to claim a higher pay scale than was demanded by it in the Strike 
Notice Ex . W7, when this dispute was raised . In that statement the pay scale 
for Line Helpers demanded was Rs. 100-5-120-6-150 . In the written state 
ment of claim the Union has demanded for Line Helpers the scale of Rs. 
125-6-155-7-225 , but at the argument stage this scale was reduced to Rs. 
110-5-130-6-160 . In my opinion , all these three scales are on the high side . 
I am conscious that the Executive Employees havenot had any real increase 
in their basic pay scales since 1958. The lowest paid ministerial staff under 
the Kumara Pillai Award gets a total emolument of Rs. 151.00 made up as 
follows: 

Rs. 

70.00 
D.A. at Central Government s Rate 

71.00 
House Rent allowance 

10.00 


Basic pay 


151.00 


I am ,by my Award , under demand No. 3 herein , for reasons stated later, 
fixing the Executive Employees the Central Government rates of dearness 
allowance without linkage to the Ernakulam or any other cost of living index 
number . I am also under Demand No. 19, awarding them House Rent allow 
ance of Rs. 10.00 per month . Since I have held that a Lineman is doing 
semi-skilled work, his starting basic pay must necessarily be higher than the 
scale prescribed for either Peons or Dafadars under the Kumara Pillai Award 
for the ministerial staff. The Kumara Pillai Award has fixed for operatives 
like Attenders, Duplicate Operators and Binders, basic pay scale of Rs. 90-5-140 
lower than these are the scale of Rs. 70-2-100 fixed for Sweepers, Scavengers, 
Gardeners and Compounders. The next higher scale is that of Rs. 75-2-105 
for Defadars and Watchmen . In my opinion , Line Helpers can well be placed 
in the scale which the Kumara Pillai Award has fixed for Attenders, Duplicate 
Operators & Binders. For L.D. Clerks and Cashiers, Accountants and Lower 
Division Typists, Compounders and Sarjent, the Kumara Pillai Award has 
fixed a scale of Rs. 110-6-128-7-184-200 , which , in my opinion , would be 
excessive for the Line Helpers and the eight other categories forming group I. 
I think all those categories could well be placed in a common basic pay.scale 
of Rs. 90-5-140 . It is significant that the D category of the N.M.R. is getting 
a basic pay at present of Rs. 82-50-3-106 . 50-4.50-124.50 and the E category 
N.M.R. is in the scale of Rs. 97.50-4.50-147. I think the fair thing would be 
to place the Line Helper at a scale of pay between the D & E.N.M.R. scales, 
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which would also coincide with the scale of pay for semi-skilled workinen like 
Attenders, Duplicate Operators and Binders under the Kumara Pillai Award . 
I think in the Board there is need for more co -ordination in the scale of pay of 
various categories of employees than exists at present. 

97. I, therefore, Award to the 9 categories forming Group I, as stated 
above , the Basic Pay scale of Rs. 90-5-140 to be granted with cffect from 
10-12-1966 . 

98. The method of weightage for fixing the existing wages of these cate 
gories into the awarded wage scale for them will be the one awarded by me 
under Demand No. 2 , which is the same as prescribed by the Kumara l illai 
Award . This will be the direction for the rest of the VI Wage Groups for 
whom I am awarding revised wage scales, unless otherwise directed . 
99. The next group - Group II consists of the following four categories : -- 

1. . Assistant Engine Driver 
2. Signaller 
3 . Assistant Filter Operator 

4. Assistant Lineman , 
who are at present on the basic pay scale of Rs. 75-2-85-3-115 . For them 
the pay scale demanded at thehearing was Rs. 130-6-160-7-230 . In the state 
ment of claim the scale of pay demanded was higher viz ., Rs. 150-7-185-8-265. 
The major chunk of employees in this group is that of Assistant Linemen ,who, 
the Union states, are promoted from Line Helpers after they have worked 
in that Grade for some years. WW2 has spoken to the duties of Assistant 
Linemen . WW1, who had joined as a Line Helper in 1955 is even after 14 
years service still a Line Helper. The Board in opposing this demand has 
advanced the same arguments as in the case of the Line Helper. 

100. I am inclined to think that a revision in the cxisting pay scale for 
these four categories is also called for because they are even at present on a 
higher pay scale than for the nine categories, including Line Helpers, covered 
by Group I, who at present get, as I have shown earlier, a basic pay scale of 
Rs. 65-2-85 or Rs. 65-2-95 . I think that the reasonable thing to do in their 
case would be to maintain the present differetial at the start,which is Rs. 10.00 
and to increase the maximum by Rs. 20.00 over themaximum prescribed for 
Group I. I, therefore, Award for these four categories the Basic Pay scale 
of Rs. 100-5-160, with effect from 10-12-1966 . 

101. Group III covers in all, the following 11 categories from Item Nos. 
14 to 22 . 

14. Meter Room Attender 
14.( a ) Valve House Operator 
15 . Yard Mechanic Grade II 
16 . Fitter Grade III 
17. Blue Printer 
18 . Intake Watcher 
19. Mechanic 
20. Operator Grade II 
21. Dam Operator 
22 . Estimate Copyist. 
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They are at present in the scale of Rs. 75-3-90-4-110-5-135. The Union has, 
in its written statement of claim , claimed for them a pay scale of Rs. 160-7-195 
8-275 , but at the hearing in the written notes of arguments of Shri T. C. N. 
Menon , the President of the Union , that demand has been reduced to 
Rs. 140-6-170-8-240. In support of this pay scale, the Union has urged that 
most of these categories are also promotees from the Grade of Asstt . Linemen , 
and have been always on a higher grade than for Asstt. Linemen , and, 
therefore, the demanded grade of Rs. 140-250 was justified . 

102. Shri Shenoi has stated that prior to reorganisation of Kerala State 
from 1956 , there were three separate areas of Cochin , Trivandrum and Malabar 
where, there were slightly different scales of pay, the difference being in the 
start or at the end of the scale, for employees in these three places doing by 
and large the same duties. He has stated that as far as possible , scales of 
pay prescribed for ministerial staff under the Kumara Pillai Award should 
be adopted for like categories of the executive employees. Hc has stated 
that no scientific job evaluation had been made on the basis of duties actually 
performed , that category of N.M.R. Workmen , from whom the majority of Line 
Helpers are recruited is the C category for which the pay scale prescribed 
under the settlement dated 20-11-1967 (Ex. W9) is Rs. 75-3-93-4.50-102.. 
I may, however , note thatM3, does not deal with N.M.R. as at that time, the 
N.M.R. were on daily rate of pay of Rs. 1.75 , all inclusive. It is pointed 
out that immediately prior to W9A , under a Settlement the N.M.R. were 
getting the basic pay scale of Rs. 67.50-3-85.50-4.50-94.50, and this was 
revised under the Settlement Exhibit W9A to Rs. 75-102 , which I have re 
produced above . Under W9A , the N.M.R., as I have stated earlier , are 
getting a dearness allowance of Rs. 45.50 per month . 

103. With regard to the 10 categories in Group III their existing pay scale 
has the same start as the pay scale for the 4 categories in Group II, but the 
maximum oftheir existing pay scale is higher by Rs. 20, and their annual incre 
ments are higher than for Group II, 

104 . I agree with Shri Shenoi that the present differentials between the 
various wage groups should , as far as possible , be maintained . Since I have 
awarded to the categories in Group II, a pay scale of Rs. 100-5-170, I would 
for theGroup III workmen fix a scale of Rs. 105-6-165-7.50-180. I am giving 
them a slightly higher start because the incidence of promotion for these cate 
gories are limited I am aware that Yard Mechanic Grade II is also included 
in this category. These categories of workmen must be held to be also doing 
semi-skilled work , but involving slightly higher degree of skill and responsi 
bility, and they would , therefore, be entitled to a slightly higher scale of pay 
than for categories in Group II. It is significant that even in the pay scale 
demanded by the Union , the difference at the start of the pay scale for this 
group is Rs. 10.00 and at the maximum it is Rs. 20.00 . I think a starting pay of 
Rs. 5.00more than for Group II is called for considering that in the existing scale, 
the start of the pay scale for the two groups viz., Rs. 75.00 is the same. I am , 
however , retaining the difference of Rs. 20.00 at the maximum of their pay 
scale, I , therefore , award to the 11 categories covered by Group III , the 
pay scale of Rs. 105-6-165-7.50-180 , with effect from 10-12-1969 . 
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104A . With regard to Item No. 17 Blue Printer, on 20th July, 1969, the 
parties filed a Memorandum of Scttlement regarding pay revision and wcightage 
for this category. Under the Settlement, a copy of which I annex to this 
Award as Annexure A , the Management has agreed to give Bluc Printers, 
the scale of Rs. 90-5-140, granted by the Kumara Pillai Award to Blue Printers 
among the Ministerial Staff , also with effect from 1-7-1964 and to grant the 
Blue Printers the same weightage as has been given by the Kumara Pillai Award 
to the Attenders. The parties have stated that in view of this Settlernent, the 
Union has agreed to withdraw the matter of pay revision and weightage for 
Blue Printers in this reference before me. I have been requested by the said 
Joint Application , Annexure A , to accept this settlement regarding pay 
revision and weightage in respect of Blue Printers and incorporate the same in 
my Award . I am doing so,by incorporating the said Settlement as Annexure 
to this Award . 
104B . 

I am dealing separately with the claim of Shri S. Nagappan Nair, 
Yard Mechanic . 
105. Group IV . Categories in Item Nos. 23 to 47. 
23 . 

Works Superintendent 
24. Works Superintendent 
25 . Fitter -cum -Welder 
26 . Fitter-cum -Crane Operator 
27 . Fitter- cum -Blacksmith 
28 . Attender- cum -Operator 
29. Winch Operator -cum -Mechanic 
30 . Fitter- cum - Plumber 
31. Fitter Grade II 
32 . Tracer 
33 . Boat Driver 
34 . Roller Driver 
35. Winch Driver 
36 . Yard Mechanic Grade I 
37. Driver 
38. Surveyor Grade I 
39 . Lineman 
40. Turner 
41. Cable Jointer Grade II 
42. Filter Operator 
43 . Crane Operator 
44. Filter Grade I 
45. · Winch Operator 
46. Mechanic Grade II . 

47. Operator Grade I. 
This group covers the largest number of categories of Executive Employees . 
There are three pay scales for these workmen , the first being Rs. 75-3-90-4 
110-5-135 which applies only to Item No. 32 the Tracer ; the second scale of 
pay is Rs. 80-4-100-5-160 which applies to Item Nos. 23 to 31 ; the third pay 
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scale is Rs. 90-5-100-6-190,which covers Linemen and other categories covered 
by Item Nos. 33 to 47. The pay scale demanded at the hearing for all these 
24 categories was a common scale of Rs. 160-8-200-10-300, as stated in the 
written notes of arguments, where it is urged that even though this group 
is shown under more than one wage scale, in view of certain orders issued by 
the Board subsequent to the filing of the Claim Statement, it has become 
necessary to include the categories listed as items 23-47 in the claim statement 
as one wage group . The Union has referred to the Board s Order No. Dis / 
5980/67/91167, by which the Board revised the pay scales of the entire Work 
Establishment staff with effect from 1958. W18 , shows that the entire work 
establishment got retrospective increase from 1958. The Union s witness 
WW7 in his additional affidavit has spoken to this. The Union has stated 
that though the executive employees Items 23-47, listed in this group , were 
getting the same scales of pay as the Work Establishment staff, they were not 
granted any increase under Ex. W18 . It appears from Ex. W18, that the pay 
scale of Rs. 40-100 and Rs. 40-120 was revised to Rs. 50-150 from 1958 and 
the pay was again fixed at Rs. 90-190 , with effect from 1-1-1965, but Items 
23 to 47 though formerly they were in the same pay scales of Rs. 40-100 and 
Rs. 40-120 , were not given the benefit of wage increase and secondly they did 
not get the corresponding benefit from 1-1-1966 . Therefore in order to get the 
same benefit as granted to Work Establishmet staff under Ex . W18, they , 
should be included in the Group of Linemen Item 39 , who form the majority 
in the categories of this Group IV . Moreover, Linemen are technically 
qualified as shown in Ex. M 28 the qualification prescribed for them being 
S.S.L.C. with two years course in Electrical Engineering and six months 
apprenticeship . The Union has stated that the duties spoken to by witness 
WW4 show that their duties are highly technical and of a supervisory nature. 
The Linemen are in charge of independent distribution areas and they are 
in charge of tools, plant and materials and are responsible for maintaining 
uninterrupted supply of electricity in a wide area . In view of the skill required 
in their work , theUnion has argued that the pay scale of Rs. 160-300 demanded 
for them is just and reasonable . In support,it has further urged that a U.D. 
Work Superintendent in Work Establishment, without pay qualification , is 
given a scale of Rs. 160-270 and in view of this, the demanded Grade of 
Rs. 160-300 would , in fact, be inadequate for a Lineman . But the Union 
says that it is asking for similar scales because it is eager that thc parity 
between different groups may not be upset. 

106. Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for the Board , has stated that 
though there are different scales of pay for some of the 24 categories covered 
by Group IV , the Board would welcome a common scale of pay for them . But 
the question is what should be the common scale of pay ?. He has urged that 
the proper thing to do would be to combine the categories in Group IV (Items 
23 to 47 ) and Group V ( Items 48 to 54 ) together and fix a common scale of 
pay 

for all itemsbetween 23 and 54 , buthe stated that if theOverseers Grade II 
category was to be treated as a supervisory post as claimed under Demand No. 4 
in this reference, then nccessarily the two groups should remain separate . 
Shri Shenoi wants the Lineman and the Overseer Grade II to continue in a 
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common scale of pay . He has in support submitted that (a ) from the begin 
ning these two categories of Linemcn and Oversccrs Grade II have been on a 
common scale of pay and (b ) their duties and qualifications, as stated in Ex. 
M28 , are the same. Shri Shenoi has urged that Lincmen and Overseers Grade 
II have been grouped together for the last 15 years and if their grouping is 
disturbed it is going to lead to great unrcst ; that even in respect of their duties, 
Linemen and Overseers Grade II have been bracketed together in Ex. 128 . 
He has pointed out that the Award of the Industrial Tribunal in I.D. 45 of 
1958 , Ex. W2, had held that the duties of Linemen and Overseers Grade II 
were the same. He has also relied upon the evidence of Board s witness MW2. 

107. At the hearing both parties have referred to the recommendation 
made in its Report by the Commission for Enquiry into the scales of pay of 
Government of Kerala Employees and related matters. 

108. I give below the existing scales of pay in State Government service, 
those proposed by the Commission by its Preliminary Report dated 2-2-1969 
and those fixed by Government Order No. GO (P )290 /69/Fin., dated 9-6-1969 . 
Designotion of Post 

Existing Scales of Pay Fixed 
Scales of 

proposed by by 
Pay 

Commission Government 
Rs. 

Rs. Rs. 
Overseers Gr. II (Electrical) 

90-190 100-210 110-220 
Linemen ( Electrical ) 

75-150 85-175 85-175 
Asstt . Linemen 

75-150 

85-175 85-175 
Linemen 

75-135 80-150 80-150 
Jr. Engineers ( Electrical) 

225-425 275-525 280-525 
Shri Shenoi, the learned Advocate for the Board , at the hearing stated 
that the proper thing to do would be to preseribe the same scale of pay as has 
been recommended by the Pay Commission for the Overseer Grade II in the 
Public Works Department of the State Government service , for both the 
Linemen and Overseers Grade II, of the Board viz : the scale of Rs. 100-210 , 
which scale as I have shown above, has now been raised by Government to 
Rs. 110-220 . 

109. On the other hand, Shri T. C. N. Menon has pointed out that for 
Asstt. Linemen , the Commission had also recommended the scale of 
Rs. 85-175 . He has argued that the post of the Asstt. Linemen ( Electrical)can 
be rightly equated with that of the Line Helper and not with that of a Lineman , 
and that the evidence on record shows that the duties ofOverseersGrade II are 
higher. ShriMenon has also pointed out that the only thing that the Tribunal 
did in its Award of I. D. 45 of 1958 was to raise the common scale of pay of 
Overseers Grade II and Linemen to Rs. 50-5-120-6-150 from Rs. 50-4-90-5 
120-6-150 . The increase was really only in the increments and both the 
start and the maximum of the scale had remained the same. 

110. Shri Menon has further pointed out that the Overseers Grade II s 
post was a promotion post from the cadre of Linemen , but in 1958 the Board 
arbitrarily equated the two posts for fixation of pay scales and since then the 

G. 1746 
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Union has been demanding a higher pay scale for Overseers Grade II . He 
has stated that the evidence on record shows that the post of Overseers Grade 
II is a higher one than that ofLineman and he has referred to Exs. W25 , W27, 
W15 , W30 , W33 & W16 , which according to him show that the Overseers 
Grade II post is a promotion post from the category of Linemen and Tracers. 
He has also referred to the statement in the additional aſlidavit of WW7, which 
stated that Overseers Grade II are pomoted from the cadre of Work Establish 
ment/Work Superintendent, who possess the required qualification and whose 
scale now is Rs. 90-190 . He has referred to WW5, who gave a list of duties 
of Overseers Grade II, which shows that their duties are of a higher category 
than of Linemen . He has stated that a question put in cross -examination 
to WW4 by the Learned Counsel for the Board , viz : " Is not Overseer Grade I 
doing the Office and Field supervision as Overseers Grade II ?” , shows that 
OverseersGrade II duties were of field supervision . He has stated that the 
qualifications for recruitment of Overseers Grade II also show that they are 
of a higher cadre. He has relied upon the evidence of WW8, who stated that 
Overseer Grade II s post is higher than that of a Lineman and on the state 
ment in evidence of WW6, a Junior Engineer, who stated that the post of 
Overseer Grade II is a promotion post from that of a Lineman . 

111. In his notes of arguments on Demand No. 4 under reference, viz : 
whether the post of Overseer Grade II should be a promoted post, Shri 
T. C. N. Menon has stated that this issue was necessitated because the Over 
seers Grade II prior to 1958 were on a higher scale than for Linemen but in 
1958 the Board had arbitrarily reduced them to the scale of Linernen ; and that 
since then the Oversleers Grade II were un -justiy treated as on par with Line 
men both in respect of scales of pay and the other benefits. He has stated 
that the duties and responsibilities of Lineman and Overseers Grade II are 
different; while the nature of work of Linemen is technical/supervisory , that 
of Overseers Grade II is technical/supervisory , combined with office work with 
higher responsibilities. This element has been recognised by the Board long 
before, and till the pay revision of 1958 , the post of Overseers Grade II carried 
a higher scale of pay than of the Linemen and automatically the post of Over 
seers Grade II used to be a promotion post from that of a Lineman . He has 
stated that the qualifications prescribed for Overseers Grade II, are also higher. 
He has stated that the Board still continues to treat the Overseers Grade II s 
post as promotion post . He has, in this connection , relied upon Ex . W13 , 
which is an Order of the Chief Engineer dated 16-7-1963 in which he had held 
that the posting of Overseers Grade II in the posts of Linemen was not in order. 
He has also referred to Ex. W25 , an order dated 8-8-1961, which stated as 
follows: 

" The Superintending Engineers are requested to see that no Over 

seer Grade II is posted against the vacancy of Linemen in any 
Circle as the posts of Overseers Grade II are still treated 

as 
higher than those of Linemen , even though their scales of 
pay is one and the same. The Superintending Engineers will 
please check up and rectify such ?postings if not already made 
by them ” . 


59 


Shri T. C. N. Menon has further submitted that a Lincman is not auto 
inatically entitled to be promoted as Overseer Grade II, and only if a Linconan 
has the prescribed qualifications can he be so promoted . Hehas pleaded that 
the injustice done to the Overscer Grade II in the past should be removed and 
he should be given a higher scale of pay than that of the Lineman and that 
the post of Overseer Grade II should be treated as a promotion post from the 
cadre of Lineman . Shri T. C. N. Menon has stated that from Exs. 1122, it 
is clear that the Overseer Grade Il is required to have higher technical quali 
fication than Lineman . He has also in this connection relied upon Ex . ivis , 
W25 , W27 & W30, and the evidence of WW3, WW4, WW5, WWO, WW7 & 
WW8 as proving the justification ofhisdemand for higher grade for Overscers 
Grade II. He has stated that this evidence has not been controverted by the 
Board . 

112. The Board has, on the other hand, relied upon the statement made 
by Shri E. U. Mathew , the Technical Member of the Board , in para 6 of his 
affidavit (Ex. M27 ) where he has stated as follows: 

“ The duties and responsibilities of the Linemen and Overseers Grade 

II are the same. Their grade was equated in 1958 ; there is also 
no seniority list for the Overseers Grade II and Linemen . 
Further , in the order of the State Government consequent on 
the inter -creation of service , the Overseers Grade II and Linc 
men are included in the same category . I say that in the One 
Man Commission s Report regarding workmen (Ex. AW20), 
the Overseer Grade II is equated to Lineman . The work norms 
suggested in Ex. AW20 has been equated by the Board and imple 
mented as a result of which the staff strength of executive em 

ployees has been considerably increased recently " . 
113. Shri Shenoi has, whilst admitting the orders, (Ex. W13 & 1125 ) 
to which I have referred earlier, and upon which Shri T. C. N. Menon has 
relied , has conceded that all Linemen cannot be posted as Overseers Grade 
II . He has submitted that no case has been made out for disturbing the exist 
ing parity which has been in existence since 1958. Shri T. C. N. Menon , 
on the other hand, has pointed out that Linemen cannot do drafting work in 
officers and that a number of OverseersGrade II are posted as draftsmen in 
offices and as operators in the Electrical Sub - Stations to which Linemen are 
never appointed , and by this factor alone, they are entitled to the higher post. 
Shri T. C. N. Menon has further pointed out that the Overseers Grade II 
only can handle L. T. (Low Tension ) System Interconnected with other 
Centres and 33 K.W. System , which work cannot be done by Linemen . He 
has pointed out that when there is inter - connection , only Overseers Grade II 
can handle the works and not Linemen . 

115. I have earlier given in detail the submissions of both parties with 
regard to the grades of pay for Linemen and Overseers Grade " II. I am , 
under the demand for pay scales for Linemen and Overseers Grade II, also 
dealing with Issue No. IV under reference, which is whether the post of Over 
seers Grade II be treated as a promotion post and the salary scale fixed for 
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them as demanded by the Union . I have carefully weighed and considered the 
submissionsmade by ShriMenon in support of the demand for a higher grade 
for Overseers Grade II and for that post being treated as a promotion post. 
I nave also given careful consideration to Shri Shenoi s submission that the 
present common scale of pay for Linemen and Overseers Grade II, which is 
in force for the last 10 years should not be disturbed . But I am satisfied that 
Overseers Grade II are entitled to higher scales of pay and that post should 
be treated as a post of promotion . My decision is based mainly on three 
considerations, that Overseers Grade II s qualification is higher in as much 
as they are required to be S.S.L.C., whilst Linemen are not. It is also to be 
remembered that Overseers Grade II can alone be posted as Draftsmen , 
Operators in Sub -stations, etc. I accept the arguments urged by Shri Menon , 
which I have recapitulated in paras 109.and 110 above, and he has rightly 
relied upon the evidence both oral and documentary which , in my opinion, 
justifies his claim for a higher pay scale for Junior Overseers. The third 
reason which impels me to fix a higher scale of pay for Overseers Grade II is 
the fact that in the Kerala State Government Service, Public Works Depart 
ment, the post of Overseers Grade II has always been a higher post than 
that of Linemen and even in the recent pay revision , the Overseers Grade II 
has been given higher pay scale than the Linemen . For these reasons, I 
think the Overseer Grade II must be placed on a slightly higher scale than 
the Lineman and his post under Demand No. IV should be treated as a post 
of promotion . 

116. In the result, I fix for all categories in Group IV , Items23 to 47, the 
scale of Rs. 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240 , and direct that the Overseers Grade 
II should be placed in the scale of Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250, and I award 
accordingly. I also direct that Overseer Grade II under demand No. IV 
shall be treated as a promotion post, and the salary for that post shall be 
Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250 ., I further direct that all these awarded pay scales 
shall take effect from 10-12-1966 . 

117. I am not satisfied that the suggestion of Shri Shenoi that all the 
categories in the proposed Group IV & V of the Union from Items 23 , Works 
Superintendent to Item 54 , Driver 1st Grade, should be placed in one common 
Grade of Pay . Item Nos. 23 to 31 (Workshop Superintendent to Fitter Grade 
II) in Group IV are in the existing pay scale of Rs. 80-4-100-5-160 and Items 
33 to 47 (Boat Driver to Operator Grade I) in the proposed Group IV of the 
Union , are in the existing pay scale of Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 . This includes the 
category of Linemen . Items 48 to 50 in the Union s Group V , Overseers 
Grade II to Meter Mechanic Grade II are also in the pay scale of Rs. 90-5 
100-6-190 . 

118. In my opinion , the proper thing to do would be to place Items Nos. 
23 to 31 of Group IV , (Work Superintendent to Fitter Grade II) , who are at 
present in the Grade of Rs. 80-160 and the Items 32 to 47 in the Union s 
Group IV ( Tracer to Operator Grade I) and the Items Nos. 49 to 50 in the 
Union s proposed Group V , who are at present in the common pay scale of 
Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 into the commonscale ofRs. 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240, 
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and I award accordingly. This pay scale shall take effect from 10-12-1966 . So 
also, Items51 to 54 in the Union s proposed Group V, who are in the existing 
common grade of Rs. 160-10-270 , should be placed in a separate, but higher 
common grade. This manner of approach would preserve the existing wage 
differentials, except that Item No. 48 , Overseers Grade II, whom I am accept 
ing as a promotion post , will be on a separate slightly higher pay scale of Rs. 
140-7-175-8-223-9-250 . This would , in my opinion , in a large measure, 
preserve the existing wage differentials both at the start and at the maximum 
in the existing wage scales for those categories. 
119. Group V. For Items 51 to 54 : 

51. Surveyor Grade I 
52. Telephone Mechanic 
53. Teleprinter Mechanic (wrongly shown Telephone Operator) 
54. Driver 

Grade I , 
the existing pay scale since 1-1-1966 is Rs. 160-10-270 ; The union has for 
these 4 items demanded the pay scale of Rs. 210-10-260-12-380 . Now , Item 
No. 55 (Tractor Driver) to Item No. 66 (Senior Operator), who are in Group 
VI,are also at present in the pay scale of Rs. 160-10-270 , but the Union has 
claimed for them the higher pay scale of Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 . Thus, the 
Union itself has claimed for Item Nos. 51 to 54 , a lower grade than it has 
claimed for Item Nos . 55 to 66 , though they are at present on the same pay scale. 
I also agree with the Union that Item Nos. 51 to 54 in Group V , should be 
on a lower Basic Pay Scale. I do not accept the Union s claim that Item Nos. 
48 to 50 (Overseer Grade II to Meter Mechanic Grade II) should also be 
placed in the Grade of Rs. 210-10-260-12-380. Item Nos. 48 to 50 are at 
present in the grade of Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 and they should , except for 
Overseer Grade II (Item No. 48), be placed in the grade of Rs. 130-6-154 
7-182-8-222-9-240. For Overseer Grade II the scale should be slightly 
higher viz : Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250 . For Items Nos. 51 to 54 , who are 
in the grade of Rs. 160-10-270 , the Union has demanded the grade of Rs. 
210-10-260-12-380 . For categories 55 to 66 of Group VI the Union has 
claimed the scale of Rs. 250-12-310-15-460. This means that it is claiming 
a start higher by Rs. 40 and a maximum higher by Rs. 80 than what it has 
claimed for categories 51 to 54. Bearing in mind this difference in the pay 
scales demanded by the Union for the categories 51 to 54 and for categories 
55 to 66 in Group VI, and also bearing in mind the differential between what 
I have awarded to categories 23 to 50 , I think it would be reasonable to place 
these 4 categories ( Item Nos. 51 to 54 in Group V ) in thescale ofRs. 185-10-305, 
and I award accordingly, with effect from 10-12-1966 . If item No. 53 is of 
Telephone Operator, it shall be placed in the grade of Rs. 140-7-175-8-223 
9-250, also with effect from 10-12-1966 . 

119A . With regard to the category No. 53, described as Telephone 
Operator , I find that this category has been described as Teleprinter Mechanic 
in the Union s written statement dated 15-6-1967. The pay scale I have 
prescribed for Item No. 53 is on the basis of its being the category of " Tele 
printer Mechanic” and not Telephone Operator . 
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In the result, Items 23 to 47 in Group IV and Items 49 to 50 in 
Group V , who are in the grade of Rs. 90-5-100-6-190, shall be placed in the 
grade of Rs, 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240. Item No. 48 , Overseer Grade II 
will be placed in Grade of Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250 , which shall be a pro 
motion post. Item Nos. 51 to 54 in Group V , who are at present in the Grade 
of Rs. 160-10-270 , shall be placed in the grade of 185-10-305 , all with effect 
from 10-12-1966 and they shall have the benefits of weightage as awarded 
under Demand No. 2 . 

121. This takes me to the discussion for the categories Item Nos. 55 
to 67, which constitute the Union s Group VI. 

55. Tractor Driver 
56 . Dam Superintendent 
57. Coil Winder 
58. Meter Mechanic Grade I 
59. Engine Driver 
60 . Mechanic Grade I 
61. Meter Tester 
62 . Cable Jointer Grade I 
63. Foreman Grade IV 
64 . Foreman Grade III 
65. Overseer or Draftsman Grade I 
66 . 

Senior Operator 

67. Research Assistant 
The largest number among them belongs to the category of Overseers or 
Draftsmen Grade I. The existing pay scale for them is Rs. 160-10-270 except 
for Item No. 67, the Research Assistant, who is on a scale of Rs. 200-10-250 
15-400 . The pay scale demanded for them by the Union is Rs. 250-12-310 
15-460. The Union in its written notes of arguments has stated that the 
category is just below that of Junior Engineers and the minimum qualifica 
tion for Grade 1 Overseers, who constitute the majority in this Group , 
numbering about 1,261 are Diploma holders in Electrical Engineers. The 
Union has pointed out that the Junior Engineers pay scale from 1-4-1958 
was Rs. 175-275 whilst that of the Overseer Grade I was Rs. 125-225 . The 
Junior Engineers scale was revised to Rs. 325-525 under the Sankaran Award 
(Ex. W10 ) with effect from 1-1-1966 . The Union has stated that on the mini 
sterial side a Junior Superintendent whose scale of pay in 1958 was also Rs. 
125-225 (the same as for Overseer Grade I), now gets the scale of Rs. 225-15-375 
under the Kumara Pillai Award . The Union has also pointed out that this 
scale has been awarded to the Junior Superintendents even though he is not 
required to have any technical qualifications. He has also pointed out that 
the Board , suo moto , revised the scale of pay of Senior Clerks from Rs. 125-225 
to Rs. 225-15-375 with effect from 1-7-1969 (Ex. W13 ). The Union s conten 
tion is that in both qualifications and experience, the Senior Clerk is far below 
the Overseer Grade 1 and hence Overseer Grade I should get a higher scale 
than a Senior Clerk . Further, as the Junior Engineer, to which category 
the Overseer Grade I, is promoted now gets Rs. 325.00 as a start in the scale 
of Rs. 325-525 , the Overseers Grade I s maximum should be somewhere 
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near the initial pay of Junior Engincers. In this connection , the Union has 
referred to the evidence of WW6, who has stated that he had to work as 
Overseer Grade I for 16 years before being promoted as Junior Engineer. 
It is, therefore, suggested that keeping in view this co -relation , the. Overscer 
Grade I and all the categories from 55 to 67 in Group VI should be placed in 
the scale of Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 . Shri T. C. N. Menon , has urged that 
the maximum of this demanded scale has been placed higher than the initial 
pay of Junior Engineers a fonly 50 % of the vacancies of Junior Engineers arc 
filled up by promotion from Grade IrOverseers, and that it takes 15 years 
for a Overseer Grade I to get into the Junior Engineer s Grade. 

122. Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for the Board , has stated that 
the Purushothaman Nair Award in I. D. 45 of 1958 had upset the existing 
parity and landed the Board into all subsequent disputes by fixing the scale 
of pay for Overseer Grade I at Rs. 125-225. He has submitted that the 
parity of Overseer Grade I was with the Upper Division Clerk , who have 
been given a scale of Rs. 150-10-180-12-300 by Kumara Pillai Award , 
the earlier pay scale having been Rs. 120-230 with effect from 1-1-1966 . 
Shri Shenoi has submitted that considering the qualifications and duties of 
Overseers Grade I, as stated in Ex . M28 , he should not get a higher pay scale 
than the one suggested by the Kerala State Pay Commission which has 
recommended for Overseers Grade I the scale of Rs. 140-10-290 . I, how 
ever, find that the Government has enhanced this scale to Rs. 175-315 for 
Overseer Grade I. Shri Shenoi has stated that the educational qualifications 
for Overseers Grade I is only E. S. C. C. and technical qualification required 
is 3 years Diploma in Technical Engineering and 1 year s apprenticeship . 
He has pointed out that 90 % of the L. D. C s and U. D. C s are S. S. C s . 
He has argued that considering that now in the Board the qualification 
both for the L. D. C s post in Grade of Rs. 110-200 , is also that he should 
be a graduate , the scale of pay demanded for the Overseer Grade I by the 
Union, is not justified . He has pointed out that in the Madras Electricity 
Board , the scale of pay for the Overseer Grade I is Rs. 160-240 . Shri Shenoi 
has finally stated that in no case should a scale of pay higher than for an 
upper division clerk fixed by Wil i.e. the scale of Rs. 150-10-180-12-300 , 
should be awarded to the Overseer Grade I. 

123. I have carefully considered the duties of the Overseer Grade I and 
the submissions made by the parties. It is the contention of both the sides 
that for the various categories from 55 to 66 contained in the Union s proposed 
Group VI, the pay scale should be one that is fixed for the Overseers Grade 1, 
except for the Research Assistant, who has even today a separate higher 
scale of pay . I am inclined to think that the Overseer Grade I has to dis 
charge not only skilled but also responsible type of work . It cannot be over 
looked that the next promotion post for him is that of the Junior Engineer 
whose existing scale of basic pay is Rs. 325-525 as fixed by the Sankaran 
Award . I am satisfied that the existing pay scale of Overseer Grade I calls 
for a fairly substantial upgrading both at the start and at the maximum of 
the existing pay scale. 
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124. The lowest paid Overseer Grade I in the service of the Board as 
on 31st March , 1969, was entitled to : 
Basic Pay 

Rs. 160.00 
Dearness Allowance 

Rs. 65.00 
House Rent Allowance 

Rs. 7.00 
Interim Relief 

Rs. 20.00 


Rs. 252.00 


On 1-1-1966 the pay scale of Overseer Grade I was revised to Rs. 160-10-270 , 
when he was entitled to dearness allowance of Rs. 65.00 and House Rent 
Allowance of Rs. 7.00 per month . Interim Relief of Rs. 20.00 under Settle 
ment of 10-12-1966 was granted to him . Thereafter, since 10-12-1966 his 
total emoluments at the start have been Rs. 252.00. - The Overseer Grade I 
in State Government service was on a pay scale of Rs. 130-250 with effect 
from 1-1-1966, which scale of pay, after the recommendation of the Pay 
Commission has been enhanced by the State Government, to Rs. 175-10-255 
12-315 with effect from 1-7-1968 , on which date on the basic pay of Rs. 175.00 
he was entitled to dearness allowance of Rs. 114.00, but this has been raised 
to Rs. 122.00 with effect from 1-4-1969. Therefore, as on 1-4-1969 the 
lowest paid Overseer Grade I in Government service is getting a total emolu 
ment of: 
Basic pay 

Rs. 175.00 
Dearness allowance 

Rs. 122.00 
House Rent 

7.00 


Rs. 


Rs. 304.00 


Therefore, the Overseer Grade I of the Board who at the start is getting total 
monthly emolument of Rs. 252.00 since 10-12-1966 is lower paid than the 
Overseer Grade I n State Government, who is now getting a total emolu 
ment of Rs. 304.00ia t the start of his scale. 

125. After an anxious consideration , I am of the opinion that the proper 
scale of pay to be prescribed for Overseer Grade I should be Rs. 225-15-375 . 
In the result, I award for the categories mentioned in Group VI being Items 
55 to 66, the pay scale of Rs. 225-15-375 with effect from 10-12-1966. They 
will, of course , also get the benefit of the weightage I am awarding under 
Demand No. 2 herein . 

125 A. With regard to Item No. 67, the Research Assistant- he is 
at present in the scale of Rs. 200-10-250-15-400 . The Union has also claimed 
for him the grade of Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 . He is at present on a scale of 
pay with a start which is higher by Rs. 40.00 than that of the other categories 
in Group VI and the maximum of his scale is also much higher, in fact it is 
higher than the maximum I have awarded for the other categories in Group 
VI. Considering all these facts and circumstances, I award to the Research 
Assistant the scale of Rs. 240-15-390-20-450, with effect from 10-12-1966 
with benefit of weightage I am awarding under Demand No. 2 herein . 
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Junior Engineers : 
126. This brings me to Group VII in which there is a single category, 
Item No. 68 , of Junior Engineers. 

127. The Board has in para 8 of its written statement and in the oral 
submissions made by its Learned Advocate, Shri Shenoi, urged the following 
five objections against the maintainability in this reference of the demands 
made with regard to Junior Engineers. 

( 1) that the Executive Employees Union cannot represent the Junior 

Engineers and , was, therefore, not entitled to make a claim on 

their behalf. 
( 2 ) that the Junior Engineers are not workmen . 
(3) that the Executive Employees Union is estopped from urging that 

Junior Engineers are workmen having, under the settlement 
of 8-4-1965 (Exhibit W3), conceded that Junior Engincers were 

not workmen as defined by the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
(4 ) that the Sankaran Award operates as an estoppal against the 

Junior Engineers claiming higher pay scales. 
(5 ) that the demands made in the written statements of the Union 

and the Junior Engineers Association , are beyond the terms of 

the reference . 
128. The first objection is now merely an academic question , as I have 
impleaded the Junior Engineers Association as a party to this reference by 
my order on the Association s impleading petition referred to earlier, and 
against which order there was no challenge from the Board. The Junior 
Engineers Association represents the majority of the graduate Junior Engi 
neers, who form a substantial number of the Junior Engineers in the service 
of the Board , and, therefore, this objection does not survive. The non 
graduate Junior Engineers are admittedly members of the Executive Em 
ployees Union . The first objection , therefore , fails . 

129. In my opinion , there is no substance in the third contention as 
the principle of estoppal cannot apply to a concession made on a point of 
law . There is no doubt, that the concession contained in Exhibit W3, 
settlement was a concession on a construction of the provisions of Section 2 (S ) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, and was therefore a concession on a 
point of law which cannot bind the workmen concerned for all times. At 
best, it bound the Union making it for the period that settlement had remained 
in force. Shri M. P. Menon , the Learned Advocate of the Junior Engineers 
Association , is right when he argues that what was recorded in Exhibit W3 
Settlement was the opinion of the then office bearers of the Union and an 
expression of opinion on a question of Law , cannot bind the Junior Engineers, 
the persons concerned for all times. This view is supported by the decision 
of the Punjab High Court in the case of Sir Sobhasingh & Sons ( Pvt.) Ltd., 
New Delhi, Versus Delhi Administration , Delhi & Ors. (1968 I. LLJ 
Pg. 752 at page 754 ). In that case , it was held that a Tribunal constituted 
under the Industrial Disputes Act possesses a limited jurisdiction and has 

G. 1746 . 
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not been delegated with powers finally to decide its own jurisdiction . If 
the Tribunal, therefore, assumes jurisdiction by an erroneous decision , over 
a subject matter, which is not an industrial dispute covered by the Industrial 
Disputes Act, it would be open to any of the parties in fresh proceedings to 
show that the previous decision was without jurisdiction . On a successful 
attack on the jurisdiction of the Tribunal in subsequent proceedings, the 
previous Award would be by a Court of incompetent jurisdiction. The 
Supreme Court in the case of Burn & Company, (1957, I. LLJ. Page 226 ) 
had decided that though Section 11 of the Civil Procedure Code is in terms 
inapplicable to industrial disputes, the principle underlying it, which is 
founded on sound public policies for all times, governs even the proceedings 
before the Industrial Tribunals . But, in later cases the Supreme Court, 
considering the dynamic nature of industrial disputes , had deferred to apply 
principles of res judicata to industrial dispute. In the Punjab High Court s 
case, His Lordship , S. K. Kapoor J. observed , " I cannot see why a party 
cannot in subsequent proceedings say that the previous decision of the 
Tribunal, being a decision on a collateral or a jurisdictional fact, by a Court 
of limited jurisdiction , is not conclusive between them . Now , what has 
been stated about a Tribunal s decision about jurisdiction applies with 
greater force to a Union s expression of opinion as to the scope of Section 2 (s) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. It must be remembered , as stated by the 
Supreme Court in cases subsequent to that of Burn & Co., that the rule of 
res judicata is one of convenience and not of absolute justice. It is now a 
well -settled Law that even an Award of an Industrial Tribunal is not binding 
on parties for all times, and it is, therefore, that a provision is contained in 
Section 19 of the Industrial Disputes Act for termination of an Award . For 
these reasons, I would hold that the settlement of 8-4-1965 does not operate 
as an estoppal. In my opinion , the principles laid down in the following 
decisions cited by Shri M. P. Menon support his contention that there could 
be no estoppal because of the settlement of 8-4-1965. 

(1) Associated Cement Companies V /s. Their Workmen (1959, 

I. LLJ., page 654 at Page 659), where a claim for rehabilitation 
allowed by the Tribunal in a dispute for Bonus for previous years, 
was held not to constitute estoppal. The Hon ble Supreme Court, 
in that case , observed , " ..and so it may generally not 
be useful or wise to make recourse to strict legalistic principles 

like estoppal.” 
(2) Guest Keen & Williams Private Ltd. V /s. Sterling (P.I) and others 

(1959 II. LLJ., page 405 at Page 411), where Their Lordship 
held that in dealing with industrial disputes the Tribunals should 
be slow and circumspeci in application of technical principles 

of acquiescene and estoppal. 
(3) Associated Cement Companies Staff Union V /s. Associated Cement 

Companies Limited (1964 I. LLJ., Page 12 at Page 14),where it 
was stated that remembering the dynamic nature of industrial 
relations the Court (the Hon ble Supreme Court) had , specially 

more recent cases ( i.e. in cases after the decision in the case of 
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Burn & Co. referred to carlier ), refused to apply to industrial 
adjudication the principles of res judicata that arc meant and 

suited for ordinary Civil litigation . 
(4 ) Workmen of Balmer Lawrie & Co. Ltd. V /s. Balmer Lawric 

and Co. Ltd. ( 1964 I. LLJ. Page 380 at Page 383) where the 
Supreme Court held that the technical question of res judicata 
cannot be allowed to hamper the discretion of industrial adjudi 

cation . 
130. With regard to the fourth objection of estoppal Shri M. P. Menon 
has urged that the Sankaran Award was a decision , as the reference to him was 
under the Indian Arbitration Act. There could , therefore, be no estoppal 
by that Award and that Award could only operate as res judicata. But in 
order that it may operate as res judicata , there must be a binding decision 
by a competent authority. But the Sankaran Award was not a binding deci 
sion of a competent authority . Proceedings under the Arbitration Act are 
not statutory proceedings; they are private proceedings and the decision of 
Sankaran C. J.must be held to be not a decision by a competent Court under 
Section II of the Civil Procedure Code. Sec. II of the Civil Procedure Code 
refers to, " a Court competent to decide the case ." But neither an Arbi 
trator acting under the Industrial Disputes Act, nor an Industrial Tribunal 
under the Industrial Disputes Act, is a Court under the provisions of Sec . 
II of the Civil Procedure Code. In fact, the Management itself has in para 6 
of its written statement dated 29-7-1967 taken up the position that it was not 
estopped by either the Sankaran Award or the Kumara Pillai Award from 
raising the plea that it had no capacity to meet the demands under reference. 
The Management has there stated as follows: 

Management respectfully submits that the finding 
observations, views and awards of the Arbitrator in those pro 
ceedings are not correct or conclusive and not decision or 
determination to the issues arising for consideration and that 

all issues are at large in these proceedings.” 
There is yet another interesting fact which militates against the Board . 
Before Mr. Justice Sankaran , the Engineers had filed their statement of claim 
on 4-12-1966 and in that claim statement, the Engineers Association had made 
à claim for higher wage scales for Junior Engineers . The Board was, certainly, 
aware of this and yet it entered the Arbitration Agreement, on 10-12-1966 , 
referring the demands on behalf of Junior Engineers also to this Arbitration . 
This would clearly indicate that the Board itself did not consider that the 
Junior Engineers would be debarred from making their claim before me in 
respect of their pay scales, irrespective of what they would be awarded 
by Sankaran , C. J. For these reasons, I reject the contention of the Board 
the Junior Engineers are estopped from making this claim before me because 
of the Sankaran Award , having fixed scales of pay for them . All the same, 
I am bound on themerits of the demand to take into consideration the fact 
that under the Sankaran Award , which wasmade after the reference to me 
under the Settlement of 10-12-1966 , the Junior Engineers have had substantial 
increases granted to them in their wage scales. I must also bear in mind that , 
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apart from the question of res judicata , the Industrial Law requires that scales 
of pay fixed , whether by Settlement or Awards, be they of Industrial Tribunals 
or Arbitrators, should not be lightly interfered with , unless sound reasonssuch 
as change of circumstances are advanced in support of alterations of recently 
awarded wage scales. 

130. A. With regard to the fifth objection of the Board , that the demands 
made by the Junior Engineers Association in its written statement, are beyond 
the terms of the reference and , therefore, I have no jurisdiction to entertain 
those demands. I have , as stated earlier, already held that the Junior Engi 
neers Association cannot enlarge the scope of the Industrial Dispute under 
reference and make demands beyond the terms of the reference. For in 
stance , the Junior Engineers Association has made demands for three advance 
increments for Graduate Junior Engineers, but as held bymelater, that demand 
would be beyond the terms of the reference. Similarly, the Junior Engineers 
Association cannot in the instant reference claim a higher scale of pay than 
demanded by the Executive Employees Union , but it can certainly support 
the higher scales of pay for the Junior Engineers, which the Executive Emplo 
yees Union had claimed when it raised this dispute. 

131. Now , the second objection that Junior Engineers are not workmen 
has been urged by the Board in para 8 of its written statement dated 29th July, 
1967, in the following words : 

" Further , the Junior Engineers are Heads of Offices working 
in an administrative capacity and they are not workmen as 
detined in the Industrial Disputes Act. Any dispute in respect 
of them , it is submitted , is not an industrial dispute and the 
Hon ble Arbitrator has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the 


same. " 


132 . On this question , both parties have led considerable oral 
evidence. Shri M. P. Menon , Advocate for the Junior Engineers 
Association , has mainly addressed me in opposing this objection and 
his arguments were supported and adopted by Shri T. C. N. Menon , 
who argued that as long as Junior Engineers are getting less than 
Rs. 500 per month , it would be for the Board to establish that they 
are not workmen . 

133. In deciding this question , it is necessary first to refer to 
the definition of the term " workmen ” as given in Section 2 ( S ) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, (Act 14 of 1947) , which is as 
follows: 

2 (s ) " Workman " means any person (including an apprentice ) 
employed in any industry to do any skilled or unskilled manual, 
supervisory , technical or clerical work for hire or reward , 
whether the terms of employment be expressed or implied , and 
for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in relation 
to an industrial dispute , includes any such person who has been 
dismissed , discharged or reirenched in connection with , or as 
a consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge 
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1950, or the 
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or retrenchment:has led to that dispute , but does not include 
any such person 
(i) who is subject to the Ariny Act, 1950; or the Air Force Act, 

the Navy (Discipline) Act, 1934; or 
(ii ) who is employed in the police service as an officer or other 

employee of a prison ; or . :: .1 
(iii ) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative 

capacity ; or 
(iv ). who , being employed in a supervisory capacity draws wages 

exceeding five hundred rupees per mensem or exercises, 

either by the nature of the duties attached to the office 
til or by reason of the powers, vesicd in him , functions mainly 

of a managerial nature ." 
134. The ground urged by the Board for excluding the Junior 
Engineers from the definition of the "workman , as given under 
Sec. 2(s) of the Act, is that they are Heads of Onices working in 
an adniinistrative capacity , which would mean that they are exclud 
ed by Clause ( iii) of Sec . 2 s ) and not under Cláuse (iv ) thereof . 
But at the hearing; Shri Shenoi also sought to bring the Junior 
Engineers under the exception provided by Clause (iy). Shri Shenoi 
was fair enough at the very outset to concede that on the evidence 
on , record all Junior Engineers employed by the Board do not come 
within the exclusion provided by Sub - Clause III of Section 2 (s ), but 
he argued that a substantial, number of them would be excluded . 
He has further submitted that under Clause (iv ) , those Junior Engi 
neers who are employed in a supervisory capacity and are drawing 
Wages above;:Rs 500 would also be excluded . He has relied upon 
the dictionary meaning of the term " Administrative " , which defines 
it as, "manage as a stewart; to carry on " . He has stated that an 
Administrative Officer need not exercise managerial functions of em 
ployment, discharge, etc., and that any one in charge of an omice 
would come under the exclusion of Clause - III , even without having 
the power to employ or dismiss the workmen . He has argued that 
if the main functions of the Junior Engineer are " Administrative" , 
i.e., to carry on or manage an Office, he would be excluded under 
Clause III. He has relied upon the affidavit of MW , 2 , the Board s 
Technical Member, Shri: E. U. Mathew , who has in para 3 of his 
affidavit stated that by virtue of the nature of their duties and 
functions , the Junior Engineers, in the employment of the Board 
are not workmen as defined by the Industrial Disputes Act. He has 
stated that they are employed in a supervisory capacity and or 
exercise functions, mainly of, an administrative or of a managerial 
nature . . He has stated that in the Kerala State Electricity Board , 
for administrative purposes the section is the unit for purposes 
of generation ; transmission and distribution of electricity . The 


Section is an establishment and the Junior Engineers are in charge of 
these establishments. He has further gone on to state , " they look 
after the managerial and administrative duties and functions of the 
Section Officers and they have absolute control over these establish 
ments. They are in charge of the works coming under these Sec 
tions. They have under them various categories of employees such 
as permanent, temporary , N. M. R. Employees and Casual Labour 
both in the Executive and Ministerial cadres. Generally, a Section 
Officer (Junior Engineer) will have jurisdiction covering about 5 to 
10 miles radius in a Distribution Section . In Rural places , the area 
will be wider . He is the Chief Officer of the Establishment and 
the works connected therewith . He allocates the work of the em 
ployees working under him ; he arranges their postings in particular 
lines or Centres in " his section . He supervises and checks the work of 
the employees under him ; he sanctions their casual leave except in 
cases of N.M.R. Workers, where he is a competent authority to sanc 
tion all kinds of leave. He has to control and supervis the collec 
tions made by the Bill Collectors or Cashiers working under him 
and he is the first person to take action if any defaulcation or theft 
of the material occurs in his jurisdiction . He has given details of 
the other duties which according to him are of an administrative 
nature, which the Junior Engineer has to carry out when he is in 
charge of a Section . 

135. With regard to the Junior Engineers in charge of Generat 
ing Stations and Major 110 KV Sub -Stations, he stated that whilst 
on shift duty , the Junior Engineers are in absolute control and 
supervision of the Stations. They also control and supervise the 
work of the employees under them . Similarly , for 66 KV Stations, 
the Station Engineers are in absolute control and supervision of 
Sub - Station and the employees under them . In Project areas also 
the Junior Engineers (Civil ) are in the independent charge of Sec 
tions and supervises the work of the employees under them in the 
Section . They have employees working under them including the 
N.M.R. workers and their main and essential function and duties 
are supervisory and not technical. There are also Junior Engineers 
posted as Technical Assistants in Offices. Their duties and technical 
functions are supervisory . They have subordinate employees like 
draftsmen , estimate copyists , tracers, blue printers , etc., under them . 
The Technical Member has further stated , " the Technical work done 
by the Junior Engineers in charge the Generating Stations and 
Sub - Stations is negligible when compared with the main supervisory 
duties and functions.” According to him , the technical work they 
do is only incidental to their main supervisory work and duties . 
Shri Shenoi, in relying upon the affidavit and evidence of this wit 
ness has stated that the duties of Junior Engineers are mainly 
administrative or managerial under Clause III of Sec. 2 (s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, or supervisory and as they draw wages 


71 


of over Rs 500 inclusive of allowances, they would also be covered 
under Clause (iv ) of Section 2 (s ) of the Act . He has pointed out 
that the Learned Industrial Tribunal in I.D. 45 of 1958 had by his 
Award held that Junior Engincers were workmen because on evid 
ence , he was satisfied that their duties were supervisory and not 
managerial or administrative. But as no Junior Engineer was then 
drawing Rs 500 per month as wages, he had to hold that they were 
workỉen covered by Section 2 (s ) of the Act. Shri Shenoj has 
pointed out that since then , by an Amendment to Sec. 2 ( s ), under 
Clause IV thereto , employees performing supervisory duties, but 
drawing over Rs 500 are excluded from the definition of workmen . 
He has urged that in view of the Settlement, Exhibit W.3 ( A ) and 
the Union s admission therein that Junior Engineers , by virtue of 
the nature of their duties and functions, were not workmen , it was 
on the workmen to show that they are covered by Section 2 (s ) of 
the Act. He has submitted that Junior Engineers are only exercis 
ing supervision and are not doing mainly technical work as contended 
by Shri M. P. Menon , Advocate for the Junior Engineers Association . 
He has urged that Junior Engineers who are doing work of drafting 
in the Chief Engineers Office are workmen as also Junior Engincers 
in charge of distribution sections. He has argued that every section 
is an office in a smaller mcasure . He 

has argued that on the 
assumption that on the transmission side, Junior Engineers in 
charge of Sub - Sections are also discharging mainly administrative, 
if not managerial functions, there cannot be administrative functions 
without supervision . On the generating side also , he has urged that 
Junior Engineers are doing mainly administrative , if not managerial 
duties. With regard to the rest of the Junior Engineers, his con 
tention has been that they are doing technical supervisory duties. 
Shri Shenoi has stated that it is the admitted case of the parties 
that the Junior Engineers in charge of (a ) Distribution Sections, 
( b ) Transmission Sub -Stations, and (c ) Generating Stations, have 
under them in these offices , employees from the post of First 
Grade Overseers to N.M.R. and C.L.R .; their numbers vary from 
10 to 30 , the number being higher in distribution offices. He has 
submitted that each of these sections is an office and there cannot 
be an office without an officer , and that Officer is the Junior Engi 
neer, who is responsible if anything happens in that office, and it 
is to him that the Board would look in such circumstances . He 
has stated that the Union had before the Industrial Tribunal in 
Reference I.D. No. 45 of 1958 , relied upon Exhibit 29 , which was a 
copy of the Government Gazette No. 17 dated_24-4-1956 , a copy of 
which is on record in these proceedings as Exhibit M. 33. There 
is no other document except M. 33 with regard to the duties of 
Junior Engineers , but I may state immediately that even today. the 
duties of Junior Engineers have not been codified , and no standing 
orders have been framed regarding them . Shri Shenoi dealing with 
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before the 


thc evidence led before ime has relied upon paras 3, 4 and 15 of 
the affidavit of Shri Mathew (which I have summarised above) and 
has argued that the Junior Engineers had disciplinary control over 
the workmen under him and the power to transfer workmen under 
him in his section ; that he supervises technical work ; that the 
technical work done by the Junior Engineer in charge of the Gene 
rating Station and Sub Station is negligible when compared to his 
main supervisory duties and functions. He has relied upon the 
answers given in cross -examination by R. Sadasivan Nair , Junior 
Engineer ( Technical). (W.W.6 ), who had admitted that confidential 
reports are made by him and he exercises disciplinary contról. 
Shri Shenoi has referred to some answers in cross-examination given 
by WW6 and AWW1 and AWW2. Shri Shenoi also " pointed out 
what witnesses had stated 

Learned Industrial Tri 
bunal, Shri Purshathaman Nair -- in Ref. I.D. 45 of 1968 , and the 
contrary statements made by some of the witnesses who 
were 
examined before me with regard to the duties , operators and 
their powers to hold disciplinary action . Shri Shenoi has sum 
marised his submission as follows: 

136. Junior Engineers in charge of Offices like Distribution Sec 
tions are doing mainly, administrative or managerial duties, which 
certainly means supervisory , work , and they are not doing any tech 
nical work . Even if they are held to be doing any technical work , 
it is only incidental. Irrespective of the quantum of remuneration 
they carn , they would be excluded because of Clause III of Sec . 
21s). The other Junior Engineers, except probably those working 
in Omces are doing technical supervisory work ; that the definition 
under Sec. 2 (s) has made. no difference between technical and non 
technical supervision ansas, according to him , the majority of 
Junior Engineers draw wages exceeding . Rs. 500 per month , they 
would , therefore , also be excluded from the proviso of Clause IV 
of Sec. 2 ( s) . His final submission was that, except, possibly , for the 
categories of Junior Engineers working in Offices , all the rest of 
Junior Engineers working in Offices , all the rest of the Junior 

were not workmen under Sec . 2(s). 
137. In my opinion , Shri M. P Menon was right when he stateà 
that the Board had , not in its written statement urged that Junior 
Engineers were excluded under Clause 
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duties of Junior Engineers have not been codified . The determination 
of the duties of Junior Engineers now mostly turns on the oral evi 
dence on record . There were , admittedly , as on 1-4-1969 in all about 
802 Junior Engineers in the service of the Board, of whom about 200 . 
are working in Sections, and the rest do not work in sections at all . 
Even with regard to these 200 Junior Engineers , for whom the 
management claims that " there is little doubt that they are exercising 
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administrative and managerial duties" , the difficulty is that a Junior 
Engineer in charge of a Section is liable to be transferred to an office 
where his duties may not be administrative and managerial nor super 
visory . He may also be transferred as an Operator in a Sub Station 

The difficulty 
where his duties inay not be mainly administrative. 
about Junior Engineers appears to me to be that the duties of all the 
Junior Engineers are not common . 

There are Junior Engineers on 
the Civil as well as on the Electrical side. No single yardstick can 
be applied , as differeni categories of Junior Engineers have different 
duties to perform , and they are transferable from sections to Sub 
Stations and offices. Apart from the 200 Junior Engineers in charge 
of Sections, it is not the case of the Management that all the remain 
ing about 600 are performing mainly administrative and managerial 
functions to come under the exclusion of Clause III of Sec. 2 ( s ). 
According to Shri Shenoi, they are also employed in a supervisory 
capacity and the majority of them are drawing wages exceeding 
Rs. 500 per month , therefore, they are excluded under Clause IV . But 
out of these about 600 Junior Engineers , about 100 are working in 
Offices of the Chief Engineer , Superintending Engineer , Executive 
Engineer as draftsmen or iechnical assistants where their duties are 
to attend to drawings, preparing plans, eic . With regard to these 
100 Junior Engineers though the Board does not concede that they 
are workmen , Shri Shenoi has fairly conceded that on the material 
on record , it is difficult to argue that they are mainly exercising 
administrative or managerial functions or doing mainly supervisory 
functions as to cover them under the exception of Clause III or IV of 
Section 2 ( s ) . It is admitted that there are another about 100 Junior 
Engineers who are working as operatives in Generating Stations, i.e., 
Power Houses and Sub Stations. With regard to this group of Junior 
Engineers , it is impossible , on the material on record , to contend that 
they are not workmen . They are working as operators in shifts. They 
operate machines, which is a technical work . The Board s witnesses 
had not spoken as to the actual duties performed by the Operators. 
In this connection , the Junior Engineers Association s witness AWW1 
has in his affidavit given details of the duties ( a ) to (m ) performed 
by him as an Operator. Except this evidence there is no evidence as 
to the duties of Operators , and there was no cross-examination of this 
witness suggesting that he was not performing any of these duties . 
Though the Board s Technical Member (MW2) filed his affidavit after 
he bad seen the evidence of AWW1, yet he has not in his affidavit or 
in his evidence , denied the duties (a ) to (m ) which the Union s witness 
AWW1 stated were being performed by Operators. This evidence 
being unchallenged on facts has to be accepted . MW2 has spoken 
generally of the duties of Junior Engineers of the Distribution Sec 
tion . He has not referred to the Generating Station . It must also be 
remembered that there are about 200 Junior Engineers who are 
employed on construction work in the Projects in the Civil Wing. 
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The Association s witness AWW3 has given details of the work dong 
by Jr. Engineers working in the Civil Wing on construction works 
in Projects. He has given details of his duties as Junior Engineer in 
the Survey Sub -Division in Idikki Dam Division No. ) . "The duties 
(a ) to (g ) at Page 3 of his afiidavit are all icchnical duties such as 
handling of sophisticated survey instruments cic . There was not a 
question put to this wilness in cross -examination to suggest that he 
was not doing these duties. There was no counter suggestion by the 
Technical Member in his adidavit or in his evidence to contradict 
this , even though the Technical Member gave his evidence following 
the evidence of the Union s witness. I think on this evidence , whicii 
is the only one on record as regards the duties performed by the 200 
Junior Engineers in construction work in the Projects , it must be 
held that the 200 Junior Engineers working in the Civil Side are 
wholly doing technical work and are, therefore, workmen under 
Sec . 2 ( S ) of the Act. It is admitted that when evidence was given 
before the earlier Industrial Tribunal Shri Purushothaman Nair in 
I. D. 45 of 1958 , the Idikki Project was not even under construction . 
This piece of evidence is a new piece of evidence and those duties were 
not covered by Ex . W29 before the earlier Tribunal which is Ex . 133 
before me. 
138 . 

Of the remaining 100 Junior Engineers , they are distributed 
in the M.R.T., Load Despatch , Carrier Communication Centres, Field 
Laboratories and the Associations witness AWW1, AW1V2 & AWW3 
have dealt with their duties and there is no evidence in rebuital of 
this evidence . Shri M. P. Menon has fairly argued that even conced 
ing that the Junior Engineers in the Distribution Sections, whose re 
presentative was WW6, Shri R. Sadasivan Nair , ( Junior Engineer ) and 
who has stated that his duties are supervisory and even assuming 
that on that basis these 200 Junior Engineers are held not to be 
workmen , it cannot be denied that the majority of the Junior Engi 
neers are workmen and they can espouse the cause of the 200 Junior 
Engineers working in the Distribution Section . Shri Níenon has argued 
that even if it is held that only the 100 Junior Engineers are work 
men , as virtually conceded by the Board, they as a minority can 
espouse the cause and can raise an industrial dispute , with regard 
to the other senior Engineers , who may be held not to be workmen . 
This was, of course , an alternative argument urged by Shri M. P. 
Menon , his main contention being that the majority of the Junior 
Engineers are workmen . He has on this point relied upon the follow 
ing four decisions. 

1. Dimakuchi Tea Estate , 1958 I. LLJ. page 500 . 
2 . Standard Vacuum Refinery Co. Lid . Versus Its Workmen , 

1960, II . LLJ. page 233. 
3. Bhatkawa Tea Co. Vs. The Ranjan Dev and Others , A.I.R. 

1961 (Calcutta ) page 395 . 
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Reserve Bank Employees Union Versus The Reserve Bank of 

India , 1965 II. LLJ. page 175. 
These are authorities for the proposition that a minorily of workmen 
can in certain circumstances espouse the cause of and raise an indus 
trial dispute regarding the terms and conditions of service of any 
person who may not be a workman defined under Section 2 ( S ) of 
the Act. On the ratio of these decisions, Shri M. P. Menon has sub 
mitted that these Junior Engineers , who are held to be workmen , 
can raise an industrial dispute not only in respect of the terms and 
conditions of service for themselves, but also for the other Junior 
Engineers. He has submitted that not only the 200 Junior Engineers, 
but even the Overseers Grade I, who stand to be promoted as Junior 
Engineers can raise this industrial dispute with regard to the pay 
scales of Junior Engineers . 

139. I am inclined to hold that there is substance in the contention 
urged by Shri M. P. Menon . It is not denied by the Board that certain 
sections of the Junior Engineers are admittedly workmen . As point 
ed out earlier , even those Junior Engineers who are in charge of 
sections, are transferable . A Junior Engineer in charge of a 
section may be transferred to an office where his duties may not be 
mainly administrative or managerial nor supervisory . He may also 
be transferred as an Operator in a Sub -Station where his duties may 
also not be administrative or managerial. I am , on the evidence, 
satisfied that barring 200 or so Junior Engineers , who at any one time 
may be in charge of Sections, the other Junior Engineers would fall 
within the definition of workmen under Section 2 ( S ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, i.e. they would not be excluded under provision III or 
IV of Sec . 2 ( S ). Whilst the Association has led evidence on the exact 
duties performed by Junior Engineers working in the Civil Wing on 
construction works in Projects and about the duties of the 100 or so 
Junior Engineers working in the M.R.T., Load Despatch , Carriers 
Communication Centres, Field Laboratories, etc., there is no evidence 
in contra led by the Management. I have inspected the work in the 
Idikki Project. I have also inspected the work at the Generating 
Station at Palli Vasal and 65 KV Sub -station at Vyttilla , and the im 
pression left on my mind was that Junior Engineers were performing 
duties more akin to those of workmen than of Officers. Till recently 
the Junior Engineers were on a comparatively low scale of pay and 
it is only after the Sankaran Award that they have been put in an 
attractive scale of pay. They are even now only entitled to incur an 
expenditure upto Rs. 10 which authority was conferred upon them 
during the pendency of this dispute. Junior Engineers are both 
graduates and those who have risen from the ranks and in the absence 
of any definite standing orders about the duties of Junior Engineers , 
it is difficult to hold that they are not workmen . The only finding with 
regard to Junior Engineers was the one given by Shri Purushothaman 
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Nair , who held them to be workmen , and under the Settlement of 
W3A the Executive Employees Union conceded that they were not 
workmen , but as I have held earlier that concession does not debar . 
the Union from raising a fresh dispute with regard to the Junior 
Engineers and agitating that they are workmen . The circum 
stances under which the concession was made were that the Board 
had , against the Award of Purushothaman Nair in I.D. 45 of 1958 , 
gone in appeal to the Hon ble Supreme Court and had obtained a stay 
and the Union was anxious to reach a settlement and it , therefore , 
conceded that the Junior Engineers were not workmen . But that 
concession cannot bind the Junior Engineers for all time. On the 
evidence on record, I am satisfied that the majority of the Junior 
Engineers in the service of the Board are workmen and that only a 
minority are mainly performing administrative and managerial duties 
and only a few are mainly performing supervisory duties and are 
drawing wage of more than Rs. 500.00 per month . The rest are in 
my opinion performing duties of a skilled or technical nature . Even 
those 200 or so Junior Engineers , who are in charge of Sections are 
liable to be transferred to other work centres when their duties would 
not be mainly administrative managerial , nor mainly supervisory and 
it is , therefore , not possible to hold , even conceding that these 200 
or so are not workmen , that the whole class of Junior Engineers are 
not workmen . There is yet another point to be remembered and that 
is that there is no witness on either side who has stated as to what time 
the Junior Engineers spend in technical work and in administrative 
or supervisory work . Even under Clause III of Sec . 2 ( S ) , the most 
important word is " who is employed mainly in an administrative or 
managerial capacily" (underlining mine). There is no evidence on 
either side as to what time a junior Engineer spends in managerial or 
administrative capacity and what time in doing his other normal 
dulies . In order that Clause !! I may apply , it must be established 
that the workman is employed mainly in managerial or administra 
tive capacity. So also with regard to supervisory work under Clause 
IV . There is no sullicient evidence on record to establish this . 

140. In the result, oid that Junior Engineers in the Board are 
workmen as defined by the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and that the 
industrial dispute in respect of them is competent, and ! have juris 
diction to adjudicate on it. 

141. This brings me to the consideration of the demand on its 
merils . For the Junior Engineers , the revised pay scale claimed is 
Rs. 350-25-475-30-775 , and that is the only demand that has been 
made on behalf of Junior Engineers by the Executive Employees 
Union , which raised this dispute. The Junior Engineers Association 
after it was impleaded as a parity in its written statement has sought 
to enlarge the scope of the dispute by claiming three advance incre 
ments for Junior Engineers . This claim has not been put forward 
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by the Executive Employees Union and did not form one of the terms 
of the industrial dispute referred to arbitration by the joint applica 
tion under Section 10A of the Act . As I have ruled in my order on 
the impleading petition of the Junior Engineers Association , that 
Association is not entitled to enlarge the scope of the reference and 
it was impleaded as a party to represent the interests of the Junior 
Engineers as far as the claims that had been put forward for increas 
ed wages by the Executive Emplovecs Union , who had raised this 
dispute . Therefore, the claim for three advance increments made 
for graduate Junior Engineers by the Junior Engineers Association , 
cannot be considered on merits as I have no jurisdiction to deal with 
the same. 

I am not satisfied that this claim is incidental to the main 
claim for enhanced salary scale for Junior Engineers. I may state 
that the claim for three advance increments for Graduate Junior 
Engineers was strongly opposed by the Board , there having been no 
such provision in the Sankaran Award and the grant of three advance 
increments to Graduate Junior Engineers having been stopped even 
prior to that under the Settlement of 8-4-1965 . - I shall now deal with 
the incrits of the demand for an enhanced wage scale for Junior 
Engineers . 

142. The Executive Employees Union in its rejoinder to the 
Written Statement of the Board , after stating that Junior Engineers 
were workmen under Section 2 ( S ) of the Act , and that that Union 
was entitled to represent the Junior Engineers and that the Settle . 
ment of 8-4-1965 Ex. W3, did not constitute estoppal, has stated 
that though the grades of pay of Junior Engineers also were revised 
by the Sankaran Award , a large number of Junior Engineers , who 
are Diplomat and Certificate holders and were appointed by promo 
tion did no ! get any benefit out of the said revision ; that some of 
them , in fact, stood to lose by the directions contained in the Award . 
It has submitted that the Sankaran Award was not binding on 
Junior Engincers , who are no ! parties to the reference , as the Kerala 
State Electricity Board Engineers Association that had raise the 
rispule which was referred to Sankarin J. only represented Graduate 
Junior Engineers . The Union has stated that none of the other 
Junior Engineers had agreed to be bound by the Award and the 
arbitration proceedings before Sankaran J. and his Award! have no 
statutory sanction behind! ihem . I am of the opinion that this 
contention is not valid as it is not enicc! that the Junior Engineers 
represented by this Union , have accepted the benefit of higher wapo 
scale granted by the Sankaran Award . Having accepted the benefit 
of tha ! Award it is in my opinion , not open to challenge the validity 
of that Award . 

143. At the hearing, Shri T. C. N. Menon , statoe! that there was ;! 
case for raising the maximum o ! the scale of pay for Junior Engi. 

eers . He las rued that yeu a degree holder Junior Engineers 
would have to be in the upale of Rs 325-525 for 10 years that bring 
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the span of the scale --before le can be promoter to the higher 
grade of Assistant Engineer . He has sought to draw an anology with 
the scale of pay for Divisional Accountants and Senior Superin . 
tendents. 

He has pointed out tha ! Sankaran J., had revised thir 
scale of these two categories to Rs. 500-25-050. The Board did not 
accept this recommendation of Sankaran J., and fixed the scale :: 
Rs 350-25-650 (Ex . AW24 ). He has argued that the Junior Engineers 
had a parity with the Superintendents Grade and in fact, they were 
in the past getting a slightly higher siarting pay. Shri T.C. X , Menon . 
argued that his Union would be satisfied if the Junior Engineers 
were granted the scale of pay , which Sankaran J. bad fixed for 
Divisional Accountants /Senior Superintendents . In any case , Shri 
Menon stated that, if the Arbitrator felt that revising the scale of pay 
fixed by Sankaran J. of Rs 325-525 would upset the salary structure 
of Engineers fixed by the Sankaran Award , at least a maximum of 
the Junior Engineers scale should be increased . 

144. I have earlier in Paras 43 to 53 of this Award , stated the 
submissions made by the Association in its written statement of 
claim . At the hearing , Shri M. P. Menon the Learned Advocate for 
the Association , who argued the case for Graduate Junior Engineers 
with marked ability , in support of the demand for raising the scale 
of Junior Engineers to Rs 350-25-475-30-775 . had submitted that 
before 1-1-1956 the scale of pay for Junior Engineers was Rs 175-350 
--in which Graduate Junior Engineers were started at Rs. 205.00 . 
Subsequently , the Board extended the benefit of three advance incre . 
ments to all Junior Engineers , i.e., also to non - graduate Junior Engi. 
neers , and this in effect raised the scale to Rs. 205-350 for all Junior 
Engineers . He has pointed out that the Board , suo moto , by its 
Order dated 20-7-1966 ( Ex. AWS) , revised the scales of all its 
employees including Junior Engineers with effect from 1-1-1966 , and 
under it the scale of Junior Engineers became Rs. 250-10-350-15-425 . 
When this scale was adopted their dearness pay was merged in the 
basic pay . 

Under that revision the Assistant Engineers were granted 
a scale of Rs. 350-25-650 . Before Sankaran J. the Junior Engineers 
had demanded a scale of Rs. 325-25-600 and Sankaran J. by his award 
dated 6-4-1967 awarded them the pay scale of Rs. 325-20-425-25-525 
with effect from 1-1-1966. According to Shri M. P. Menon , there 
had been a change of circumstance since Sankaran J. made his award. 
as on 14-3-1957, Shri Kumara Pillai made his award in the dispute 
of the ministerial staff . Shri Menon has pointed out that the pav 
scales of categories of ministerial staff covered by the Kumara Pillai 
Award , which had the same pay scales as Junior Engineers prior 
to the Sankaran Award , were later increased by the Board . He has 
pointed out that Divisional Accountants, Senior Superintendents. 
Confidential Assistants and Chief Store Keepers were prior to 
1-1-1966 in the scale of pay of Rs. 200-400 . Junior Engineers were 
then in the scale of Rs 205-350 . With effect from 1-1-1966 the 
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of pay . 


pay scales of the other four categories , were revised to Rs. 250-20-350 
25-500, whilst the pay scale of Junior Engineers was increased to 
Rs 250-10-350-15-425 , as stated earlier . The Kumara Pillai Award 
granted to the said four categories of Divisional Accountants to Chicf 
Store Keepers a uniform increase of Rs. 25.00 raising the scale to 
Rs 250-25-500, which was directed to be implemented with eflect from 
1-7-1964 . As there was discontent over it, the matter was submitted 
to Justice Sankaran for decision by the Board, and the Ministerial 
Officers Association (Ex. AW19) . Sankaran J., awarded to these 
four categories as state earlier , the pay scale of Rs. 500-25-650 and 
the Board reduced it to Rs. 350-25-650 (Ex. AW24 ). In fact, to the 
Chief Store Keeper , Sankaran J. awarded a pay scale of Rs. 650-800 . 
Shri M. P. Menon has submitted that in these changed circumstances, 
Junior Engineers are in good company in asking for higher scales 

He has stated that the scale of pay that should be awarded 
to Junior Engineers should be Rs 325-25-600 , which was the scale 
demanded for them before Sankaran J. Shri Menon in support of 
his claim has urged the following additional grounds: 
( a ) that the chances of promotion of Junior Engineers to the 

post of Assistant Engineers are limited as the total number 
of posts of Assistant Engineers both on the Electrical and 
the Civil side are 74 permanent and 130 temporary = 204 

Assistant Engineers (AW23 ) . 
(b ) the span of the scale of Junior Engineers awarded by 

Sankaran J. is only 9 years which should be extended . 
( c ) that whilst the Assistant Engineers scale of pay before the 

Sankaran Award was Rs. 350-25-650 , he had raised it to 
Rs 550-40-750-50-800 (Span 6 years ) (Ex. AS16 ) , which had 

resulted in widening the existing differentials . 
145. Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for the Board , argued 
that I had no jurisdiction to enlarge the scope of the reference and 
deal with the question of three incremenis being granted to Gradu 
ale Junior Engineers . I have, as siated earlier, already accepted 
this contention. He has argued that considering that Sankaran J. 
had made his award on 6th April, 1967 there was no justification 
for revising that award so soon thereafter . He has submitted that 
Sankaran J. had been very liberal in raising the scale of Junior 
Engineers from Rs. 250-425 to Rs 325-525 . He has urged that he 
had granted almost what the Engineers Association had demanded , 
the Associations demand being for Rs. 325-600 . He has submitted 
that Junior Engineers having accepted the benefit of the Sankaran 
Award cannot so soon there after ask for more . He has pointed 
out that no one has lost as a result of the implementation of the 
Sankaran Award and whatever anomalies there were , have been 
rectified . He has stated that the only anomaly that the Union could 
point out was that Sankaran J. had granted weightage on length 
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of service in the particular category and not on the basis of the 
entire period of service. He has pointed out that the Board rectified 
this anomaly by giving an option to the Junior Engineers , and no 
refund was called for or paid . This option was exercised as stated 
by Board s witness MW2 in his aſlidavit. He has stated that having 
already had the benefit of three advance increments under Settie 
ment Ex. W3 and W3A , the Junior Engineers are not justified in 
asking for further additional increments, the grant of which would 
become a source of further disputes . 

146. I have given anxious consideration to the submissions of 
both the parties. I am of the opinion that there is considerable 
substance in the Board s contention that the Junior Engineer s grade 
o pay of Rs. 325-20-425-25-525 having been recently fixed under the 
Sinkaran Award dated 6-4-1967, a revision so scon ihereafter would 
tot be. justified , unless some change of circumstance was shown. 

rom information available the Junior Engineers of this Bo rd . 
appear to be ine highest paid Junior Engineers , as no other State 
Electricity Board pays its Junior Engineers the scale of pay of 
Rs. 325-525 awarded to Junior Engineers by Sankaran J. In my 
- opinion , there is no case made out for increase in ine starting pay 
of Rs 325.00. There is , however , some justifications for a small 
increase in the maximum of Rs. 525.00 awarded for Junior Engineers . 
It is necessary to give a few figures . The total number of Junior 
Engineers in this Board is at present about 802. Of these , on the 
Electrical side, there are 510 Junior Engineers , of whom 197 are 
Graduates , 186 Diploma holders and 127 are Certificate holders . 
Of the 292 Engineers on the Civil Side, there are 147 graduates , 
89 Diploma holders and 56 Certificate holders . The ratio of gradu 
ates to diploma holders and certificate holders was 5 : 3 : 2 and the 
Allappi Tribunal under its recent award has continued this ratio . 
but directed that this ratio should be applied at the recruitment stage 
and not on the total cadre strength . Shri M. P. Menon has submitted 
that this ratio on the total cadre strengthi adversely effects the 
Graduate Junior Engineers , but he has conceded that I have no juris 
diction to deal with this point or give any direction thereon , but he 
has asked me, and I think there is some substance in his argument. 
to bear this in mind , when considering the question of the revision 
of pay scale for Junior Engineers . 

147. In my opinion , in ordinary circumstances, the maximum of 
Rs 525.00 fixed by the Sankaran Award would be held to be satis 
factory , but there are certain difficulties that have arisen in imple 
mentation of the awarded pay scales by the directions regarding 
weightage given by the Sankaran Award. Under the system oí 
weightage prescribed by the Sankaran Award, the maximum number 
of increments which a Junior Engineer has been able to earn are only 
two. This has given rise to certain anomalies and a list has been 
Gled before me at Trivandrum on 19-7-1969 of 23 cases of Junior 
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Engineers who stood to suffer a reduction in their basic pay on 
implementation of the Sankaran Award . It was stated that this 
list of 23 Engineers is not exhaustive and there 

suc !: 
instances of Junior Engineers having suffered a reduction in their 
salaries under the directions on weightage given by the Sankaralı 
Award . Il is , however , admitted that the Board has sought to rectifs 
these anomalies , and , in fact, no Junior Engineers appear to have 
actually suiſered a reduction in his remuneration as a result of the 
Sankaran Award . But all the same, considering that the maximum 
of 4 increments were granted by the Kumara Pillai Award on the 
basis of total service with the Board , the Junior Engineers have : 
grievance , which should , I think , be rectified by an increase in the 
maximum of their awarded scale of pay, and by granting those who 
have not received the benefit of even a single increment under the 
Sankaran Award , one increment under that award . This necessaril: 
means that no Junior Engineers will have suffered any reduction in 
his wages under the. Sankaran Award and those who have not goi 
the benefit of even a single increment under the Sankara ! Awarci 
will get one increment under that Award . In my opinion , the best 
that can be done for the Junior Engineers is to increase the maximum 
of their pay scales by two increments and thus raise it to Rs. 575.00 . 
This will bring the maximum of their pay scale to almost what they 
had claimed before Sankaran J. This would also meet the conten 
tion urged by Shri M. P. Menon that the existing pay scale provides 
a comparatively small span , which needs to be further increased . 

148. In the result, I Award for Junior Engineers, the pay scale 
of Rs. 325-20-425-25-575 . This will take effect from 10-12-1966 
They shall not have benefit of weightage which I am granting to 
the other executive employees under Demand No. 2 , but those Junior 
Engineers who have not received any increment under the Sankaran 
Award , shall be granted one increment under that award . 

148A . Having prescribed the pay scales for the 68 categories under 
reference a general direction will be necessary that those workmen 
of the 68 categories covered by this reference who are on better scales 
of pay than awarded , shall have the option , to be exercised within 
2 months of the date on this award comes into force, to opt for the 
awarded scales of pay or continue to remain in the existing scales of 
pay. The option once exercised to be irrevocable. 
Shri S. Nagappan Nair , Yard Mechanic . 


5149. Before I part with Demand No. 1, I mustdeal with the case of Shri 
S. Nagappan Nair," Yard Mechanic. The facts of his case are that he joined 
service about 21 years ago as an oilman. He was later promoted as Junior 
Yard Mechanic. At present he is a Yard Mechanic Grade I in the scale of 
Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 with effect from 1-1-1966 . The scale of pay for Yard 
Mechanic Grade II is Rs. 75-3-90-4-110-5-135 . As he is in the higher of these 
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two grades , he calls himself a Yard Mechanic Grade I. For Yard Mechanic 
Gradell (Item 15 in Group III), the Union at the hearing claimed the pay 
scale of Rs. 140-6-170-8-250 and for Yard Mechanic Grade 1 ( Item No. 36 
in Group IV ) the Union at the hearing has claimed the scale of Rs. 160-8 
200-10-300 . 

150. Now , Shri S. Nagappan Nair s claim is that he should get a Meter 
Mechanic s Grade. For Meter Mechanic Grade II (Item 50 in Group IV ) 
the Union has claimed the pay scale of Rs. 210-10-260-12-380 and for the 
Meter Mehanic Grade I (Item No. 58 in Group V ), the pay scale claimed is 
Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 . 

151. In support of his claim , Shri S. Nagappan Nair has relied on the 
Board s order dated 19-2-1966 ( Exhibit W. 1) by which , according to him , 
the post of Yard Mechanic was made interchangeable with the post of Meter 
Mechanic. (Ex. W. 1). He has stated that on 19-2-1966 , the scale of pay 
for a Yard Mechanic and Meter Mechanic was the same viz ., Rs. 40-100 , 
which was subsequently revised to Rs. 50-150 with retrospective effect . In 
his evidence, this workman has given details of the work he is doing as a Yard 
Mechanic at the Paruthippara Sub -Station at Trivandrum . His total emolu 
ments as on 2-5-1968 , the date he gave evidence, was Rs. 240 per month . His 
case is that on 7-10-1966, the Station Engineer at Paruthippara Sub -Station 
had sent a recommendation to the Assistant Engineer, Transformation Sub 
station , Kundara , that he ( S. Nagappan Nair) should be given higher salary 
in view of thework hewas doing. His grievance with regard to this recommen 
dation is that the Assistant Station Engineer had not accepted this recommen 
dation of the Station Engineer, Paruthippara. His further complaint is that the 
Union had in its Statement of Claim wrongly demanded the scale of Rs. 190 
10-240-12-350 for the 1st Grade Yard Mechanic while his demand is that he 
should be sanctioned the scale of Rs. 300-15-375-20-575 , which is the pay scale 
demanded for the Cable Jointer . It will be noticed that his claim is for being 
placed in a Pay Scale starting with a basic pay of Rs. 300., whilst his total 
cmolumentson the date he gave evidence before me in this case on 2-5-1968 , 
was Rs. 242 made up of: 


Basic Pay 
Dearness allowance 
Spread Over Allowance 
Washing Allowance 1 
House Rent Allowance 
Interim Relief 


Rs. 142 
Rs. 50 
Rs. 20 
Rs. 3 
Rs. 7 
Rs. 20 


Total 


Rs. 242 


This means that he wants a grade of basic pay starting with basic pay which 
is more than double his basic pay at present and more than his total emolument 
His grievance is that even the scale of the comparable job of Meter Mechanic 


83 


was not demanded for Yard Mechanic Grade I by the Union in their staternent. 
The scale ofMeter Mechanic as demanded by the Union is Rs. 240-420. He 
has stated that even if the scale of pay demanded by the Union is awarded 
in full, he would be prejudiced and a grave injustice would be donc to him . 
In his written statement dated 18-10-1967, hehas further stated that the Union 
has demanded the low scale of Rs. 190-360 for Yard Mechanic because they 
(Yard Mechanics) are " a microscopic minority in the establishment” . He 
has stated that the nature of his work is highly skilled , hazardous, strenuous 
and risky. He has relied upon the Order of the Board dated 19-2-1966 (Ex . 
BW.1) and upon theOffice Order No. 411/22/3-10/58 dated 3-10-1958 (Ex. 
W.3 .) of the Station Engineer, where the Station Engineer of the 66 KV Sub 
Station , Mavelikara , had given certain directions to him to attend to work the 
new pump during stated hours in the morning , noon and evening. Hehas also 
filed a copy of the Memorandum submitted by him to the Secretary , Kerala 
State Electricity Board dated 13-3-1966 claiming operation allowance or special 
allowance or overtimeallowance for the various duties which he was, according 
to him , performing. 

151. The Board in its written statement in reply to his written statement 
of claim dated 18-10-1967, has stated that there are two grades of pay for 
Yard Mechanics but, they are not categorized as 1st Grade or 2nd Grade 
Yard Mechanics . · Shri S. Nagappan Nair as a Yard Mechanic is in the scale 
of Rs. 90-190 , which is fair and reasonable and does not require any revision . 
The Secretary of the Board , who has signed this written statement, has stated 
that the duties of Yard Mechanics and the nature of the work as stated by 
S. Nagappan Nair are highly exaggerated . He has denied that his duties are 
strenous, hazardous or at all risky. According to him Yard Mechanics attend 
to only routine maintenance work and that they are idling away most of their 
time and are not required to attend to much work . The Secretary has denied 
that S. Nagappan Nair is frequently directed to attend to Line Works and he 
works under the immediate supervision and guidance of his superior Officer. 
He has stated that he only occasionally handles the work of switch on or switch 
off of the pumpsets which supply water to the colony. Normally, the pumpset 
has to be opearted by the operator and the L.T. Line Maintenance work is 
carried out by N.M. R. or T. L. R.by workers under supervision . The Secre 
tary has stated that thework of the Yard Mechanic cannot be compared with 
the work of the Meter Mechanic or Cable Jointer , and has characterized the 
various averments contained in paras 6 to 13 of S. Nagappan Nair s written 
statement as being incorrect and misleading and he has denied the same. He 
has stated that S. Nagappan Nair had benefited considerably by the 1958 Pay 
Revision and the Pay Revision which resulted from the award in I.D. 45 6 . 
1958. He has stated that there are two scales of pay for Meter Mechanics 
and S. Nagappan Nair has wrongly compared his scale of pay with Meter 
Mechanic in the higher grade and the comparison is unreal and inappropriate. 
The Secretary has observed as follows: 

" The work of Yard Mechanics cannot be compared at all with the 
work ofmeter Mechanic much less with the work of Meter Mechanics 
in the higher grade." 
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With regard to the Order dated 19th February , 1966 , the Secretary of the 
Board has stated that what was stated was that the post of Yard Mechanics 
and Meter Mechanics in the scale of Rs. 40-100 are interchangeable and that 
too only for the purposes of pay fixation . He has stated that Nagappan Nair 
has misunderstood the purport of that order, which far from affecting him pre 
judicially had benefited him and that after having accepted and enjoyed the 
substantial benefits arising out ofthe order, he cannot now counted that theorder 
has prejudicially affected him . The Secretary has stated that the demand made 
by S. Nagappan Nair for placing him in the scale of Rs. 300-575 is 
" unsustainable and preprosperous” . He has also submitted that Nagappan 
Nair had no right in law to raise a separate demand regarding his scale of pay , 
nor has the Arbitrator jurisdiction to adjudicate the demand of an individual 
employee regarding his scales of pay . He has submitted that the post of Yard 
Mechanics in the higher grade and Meter Mechanics in the higher grade are 
not comparable jobs or posts , and that the Yard Mechanic in the higher grade 
is not entitled to get the salary scale fixed for the Meter Mechanic of the higher 
grade. He has submitted that Nagappan Nair cannot demand a pay scale 
higher than that claimed by the Union for the Yard Mechanic. The Secre 
tary has prayed that the claims made by Nagappan Nair in his written state 
ment should be rejected . 

152. S. Nagappan Nair has filed a lengthy rejoinder dated 28-11-1967 
in which he has denied that the duties of yard Mechanics are simple and has 
reiterated the submisisonsmade by him in his written statement. Hehas stated 
that the Board has not prescribed and defined the functions and the duties of 
Yard Mechanics. Hehas stated that in his representation to the Board made 
on 16-3-1966 , he has summarized the work he was doing in the Sub Station 
and had asked for sanction of additional operation allowance or special 
allowance. According to him the Station Engineer had made remarks recom 
mending his claim and had forwarded it to the Assistant Engineer , and his con 
tention is that the Assistant Engineer, was wrong in notsanctioning the recom 
mendations. He has called upon the Board to produce certain office order 
of 66 KV Sub Station Mavelikara, a copy ofwhich he produced later and was 
marked as Exhibit BW 3 . Hehas referred to the duties ofMeter Mechanics 
and Cable Jointer and has repeated that his duties can be compared with those 
duties. He has further given more details about his duties and has denied the 
various statements made in the written statement in reply to the Secretary . 

153. In addition to the written statement and rejoinder filed by him , 
Shri S. Nagappan Nair has given evidence in support of his claim . On behalf 
of the Board , Shri Mathew , its Technical Member, MW2 has also given 
evidence . Shri Mathew has referred to the work being done at the Parutbi 
ppara Sub -Station where Shri S. Nagappan Nair is working at present. His 
evidence is that the work carried out in the Paruthippara Sub -Station is ordina 
rily operation and maintenance of Sub - Station equipment, such as transfor 

high and low tension switch gear ;-modification to Sub -Station 
equipment are also carried outthere; that at the Paruthippara Sub -Station 
there is only one Yard Mechanic to attend to the Sub -station equipments. 
He denied the suggestion made in cross examination by the Learned Advocate 
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of Shri S. Nagappan Nair that the Station Engineer of Paruthippara Sub 
Station is most competent to know thework done by the Yard Mechanic. 

154. I have considered the written statements ofboth parties and the oral 
and documentary evidence on record as also the submissions made by Shri 
Kunjukrishna Pillai the Learned Advocate for Shri S.Nagappan Nair and Shri 
Shenoi, Advocate for the Board , and I am of the opinion that S. Nagappan 
Nair has, to say the least, an exaggerated notion of the work he is doing as also 
what should be the proper remuneration paid to him for the work he does . 
Basically , it is wrong to allow an individual workman to make a special claim 
for a higher grade for himself than what is claimed for the particular category 
by the Union representing that category of employees. I, however , allowed 
Shri S. Nagappan Nair an opportunity to be separately represented and heard 
because both the Union and the Board agreed to it. I am not at all satisfied 
that there is any substance whatever in his claim that he should be placed on 
the same scale of pay as Meter Mechanic or Cable Jointer. I accept the evi 
dence of ShriMathew , the TehcnicalMember of theBoard . Shri S.Nagappan 
Nair has admitted in cross - examination thathe had no cducational or technical 
qualification . I think the claim he has made for himself is unjustified and as 
I have stated earlier he has an unduly exaggerated notion of his experience, 
and of the work he is doing . I am of the opinion that the Board s order of 
19-2-1966 (Ex.W1) cannot help him . Hehas made much of the recommen 
dations of the Station Engineer of the Paruthippara Sub -Station . But the same 
were not accepted by the Assistant Engineer . That was an administrative act 
with which no Tribunal can interfere. No malice or prejudice on the part 
of the Assistant Engineer or of the management against S. Nagappan Nair had 
been proved . Nor has he shown that the Union was not safeguarding the 
interest of the Yard Mechanics Grade I or II in the service of the Board. No 
other Yard Mechanic has made a similar demand . I am of the opinion that 
no case has been made out for S. Nagappan Nair getting a higher pay than the 
scale of Rs. 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240 . I have prescribed for his category of 
Yard Mechanic Grade I in Group IV . If he has a claim for any additional 
allowance for working the Water Pump, it is a managerial matter, for the 
management to decide in which I cannot interfere. 

155. Before I part with his case, I may state that whilst at Trivandrum 
on 19-5-1969, I had inspected with the representatives of the Executive Em 
ployees Union and the Learned Advocate and representatives of the Board and 
the Learned Advocate for Shri Nagappan Nair one other Sub - Station of the 
Board. I was also to inspect the Paruthippara Sub -Station but this was not 
insisted upon by the learned Advocate for Shri S. Nagappan Nair . Shri 
S. Nagappan Nair, however, made a grievance of it and I wrote to him that 
I would visit the Paruthippara Sub -station during my next visit to Trivan 
drum . I visited Trivandrum again on Saturday the 19-7-1969 of which 
intimation was given to his Learned Advocate, who unfortunately was out 
of Station on that day. Shri S. Nagappan Nair was also personally informed 
of this on 18-7-1969 by Shri P. Sivathanu Pillai of the Board but he did not 
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remain present at the hearing on 19-7-1969 when I met the representatives 
of the parties for somegeneral clarification discussion . All the same, with the 
Learned Advocate of the Board , and the said Shri P. Sivathanu Pillai, I visited 
the Paruthippara Sub-station on Saturday, 19-7-1969 at about 2.45 p.m. but 
S. Nagappan Nair was absenthaving that day applied for casual leave for that 
day and with permission to avail of the holiday on the next day which was 
Sunday and to leave the Sub -Station . 

156. This concludes the consideration of Demand No. 1. I annex hereto 
a detailed statement showing how the existing pay scale for each of the 68 cate 
gories under reference came to be evolved since 1-4-1958 and the pay scale 
demanded for them at the hearing by the Executive Employees Union , as 
prepared jointly by the Parties, which I have marked Annexure B . I also 
annex herewith a statement showing the existing pay scales, the scales of pay 
demanded and the scales of pay awarded by me for each of the 68 categories 
overed by this reference, which I have marked Annexure C . 

Demand No. 2 : Weightage : 
157. The history of weightage granted on the occasion of the different 
wage revisions is that the Board followed the principle accepted by Govern 
ment when impleading the wage scale prescribed by the Wage Committee 
( Ex. W6) and granted weightage at the following rates : 


For a service of less than 7 years 
For a total service of less than 

7 years or more but less than 18 years 
For a total service of 18 years and 

more but less than 25 years 
For a total service of 25 years and more 


No increment. 
One advance 

increment. 
Two advance 

increments. 
Three advance incre 
ments . 


The Kumara Pillai Award ( Ex. W11) by para 5.7 prescribed the following 
method of weightage: 
(a ) Four increments to all employees who joined the Board s service 

on or before the 31-12-1957; 
(b ) Three increments to all employees who joined the Board s service 

after 31-12-1957 but on or before 31-12-1959; 
(c) Two increments to all employees who joined the Board s service 

after 31-12-1959 but on or before 31-12-1961 ; and 
(d) One increment to all employees who joined the Board s service 

after 31-12-1961 but on or before 31-12-1963. 


With regard to fitment of the existing salaries into the revised awarded scales 

Shri Kumara Pillai, adopted as the first step themode prescribed by the 
Board in Rules 2(a ), (b ) and (c) in the Annexure to its Pay Revision Order 


of pay, 
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B.O. No. A. IV -8788 /66 dated 20-7-1966 . The said rule which reads as 
follows, is extracted from Para 5.8 of the Kurnara Pillai Award : 
“ 2. (a ) The pay of an employee in the revised scale of pay will be 

fixed at the stage in the revised scale next above his " present 
emoluments" , whether they represent a stage in the revised 

scale or not. 
Note :-- The term " present emoluments” includos pay in the existing cale 

of pay and Deraness pay that the employee draws on the date 

on which the revision of pay is given effect to . 
( b ) If the " present emoluments” are lower than the minimum of the 

revised scale, the pay of the employce will be fixed at the 

minimum 
(c) If the present emoluments ” are higher than the maximum of the 

revised scale, the pay in the revised scale will be fixed at the 
maximum and the difference allowed to the employce a 

personal pay" : 
Shri Kumara Pillai then proceeded to direct as follows: 

“ After calculating the pay of an employee as per the above rules in the 
scale allowed by this award (i.e. fixing the pay at the stage in the revised 
scale next above the total of the pay and dearness pay he was entitled to 
to before coming over to the revised scale), any increment or increments to 
which he is entitled by virtue of his service under the Board : fter 31-3-1957 
and before 1-7-1964 as per paragrpah 5.7 should be added to the pay so 
calculated , and the aggregate amount so arrived at will be taken as his 
pay on 1-7-1964 in the revised scale (i.e., pay scale allowed by this award ). 
If such aggregate amount exceeds the maximum of the revised pay scale 
for his post , the excess will be treated as his personal pay" . 

158. As noticed earlier herein , when dealing with the case of Junior 
Engineers, themethod of giving weightage in the shape of advance increments 
prescribed by the Sankaran Award (Ex . W10 ) in the Engineres dispute was 
co -related to service in the grade in which he was serving and has been stated in 
Para 27 (2) & (3) of the Award as follows : 
" (2) The Engineers in the different grades from Junior Engineers to 

Chief Engineers should be given weightage in the shape of 
Advance increments in the following manner : 

For the purpose of calculating advance increments the service 
of the officer concerned in the grade in which he was serving 
on 1-1-1966 will be taken into account . If he has to his credit 
three years service in that grade, he will be given one advance 
increment in the new scale of pay for that grade. If he has got 
six years of service in that grade upto 1-1-1966, he will be given 
two advance increments . If he has got nine years of service 
in that grade on 1-1-1966, he will get three advance increments. 
In calculating such service, his service prior to 1-4-1958 will 
not be taken into account. Thus the question of granting more 
than two advance increments will not arise . 
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(3) To meet any possible contingency that the actual pay of an ollicer 

on 1-1-1966 under the existing scale is above theminimum of the 
new scale to be brought into effect on thatdate for the particular 
grade, it is directed that the pay of the officer concerned will 
be fixed at the stage in the new scale next above theactual pay of 

the Oficer on 1-1-1966 ." 
The Sankaran Award granted adjustment on service calculated in the particular 
cadre and not on the entire period of service with the Board . In the result , 
the maximum increment which any Junior Engincer got under the Sankaran 
Award was two increments in the revised scale. Under the Kumara Pillai 
Award , the maximum number of increments that could be earned were four 
and under the system of adjustment followed by the Board by its Order Ex . 
W6, the maximum increments were three. 

159. The Executive Employees Union in its original demand had 
asked for a method of adjustment which has come to be recognised as the point 
to point system ofadjustment by which the award pay scale is applied to each 
individual workman concerned in the dispute, from the date he joined service. 
But this method of adjustment has not been approved by the Supreme Court 
in several of its decisions. This method was also not applied by the Kumara 
Pillai Award , as it would have placed too heavy a burden on the Board . 
Shri T. C. N. Menon evidently realised this and, therefore, in his written 
notes of arguments he has asked for one increment in the revised scale for 
every two years of earlier service subject to a minimum of one increment in 
cluding service as N.M.R. and work establishment. The Junior Engineers 
Association has asked for three advance increments for Graduate Junior 
Engineers but I have rejected this claim when dealing with the case of Junior 
Engineers. 

160. With respect, I am of the opinion that of these three methods of 
adjustment or weightage, themost realistic is the one prescribed by the Kumara 
Pillai Award , Which I have extracted above , and I award the same method 
of weightage for the Executive Employees when fitting their present salaries 
into the new scales of pay prescribed for them , except that instead of the 
effective date being 1-7-1964 as in the Kumara Pillai Award the effective 
date for the purposes of this Award shall be 10-12-1966 . With regard to Junior 
Engineers, they shall not get the benefit of this method of adjustment or wiegh 
tage. I have given those of the Junior Engineers who got no benefit of any 
increment under the Sankaran Award the benefit of one increment under that 
Award as per direcțions contained under paragraph 147 of this Award . 
In the result, in fixing the pay of the Executive Employees covered 
by this reference (excluding Junior Engineers), the following weightage will 
be given : 

(a ) Four increments to the Executive Employees covered by this 

reference, who were in the Boards service on 31-12-1957, or who 

joined it thereafter but before 10-12-1960. 
(b ) Three increments to the Executive Employees covered by this 

reference who joined the Board s service on or after 10-12-1960 
but before 10-12-1962 . 
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( c) Two increments to the Executive Employces covered by this ic 

ference who joined the Board s scrvice on or after 10-12-1962 but 

before 10-12-1964 . 
(d ) Onc increment to the Executive Employees covered by this rc . 

ference who joined the Board s service on or after 10-12-1961, 

but before 10-12-1966 . 
With regard to the fitment of the individual salaries of the Employees, 
I also adopt (as adopted by the Kumara Pillai Award ) as the first step the 
mode prescribed by the Board in Rules 2 (a ), (b ), and (c) in the Annexure 
to its Pay Revision Order B.O. No. A (IV ) 8788766 dated 20-7-1966, which 
have been reproduced in para 5.8 of the Kumara Pillai Award , and which I 
have also - extracted above. After calculating the pay of the Employees as 
per the said Rules in the Pay scales prescribed by the Award (i.c. fixing the 
pay at the stage in the revised pay scale next above the total of the pay and 
dearness pay he was entitled to before coming over to the revised scale ) any 
increment or increments to which he is entitled by virtue of his service under 
the Board after 31-3-1957 and before 10-12-1966 as stated above, should be 
added to the pay and the aggregate amount so calculated will be taken as his 
pay on 10-12-1966 , in the revised pay scale. If such aggregate amount 
exceeds the maximum of the revised pay scale of his post, the excess will be 
treated as his personal pay. If the individual workman has earned and has 
been paid any annual increment or increments in his existing pay scale after 
10-12-1966 , the amount of such increment or increments shall be adjusted 
against the amount of increments payable to him under the Awarded Pay 
Scale applicable to him after 10-12-1966 or against other payments to bemade 
to him under this Award . I repeat that the Junior Engineers are not to be 
entitled to any of the benefits under these directions. 
Demand No. 3 : - Dearness Allowance : 

161. I have reproduced earlier the submissions of both the Union and 
of the Board , with regard to dearness allowance. The Union in its written 
statement of claim sought linkage of dearness allowance with the Ernakulam 
Cost of Living Index and wanted the rate of 22 paise per point rise in that 
Index above 100 points . In its written notes of arguments , Shri T. C. N.Menon 
has revised and reduced this demand and has claimed neutralisation at the 
rate of 15 paise per point rise in that Index Number above 100 points. There 
is at present for no category of employees of the Board any system of dearness 
allowance linked to any cost of Living Index Number. The Kumara Pillai 
Award has granted to the Ministerial Staff of the Board , dearness allowance 
at the Central Government s rate of dearness allowance, as revised from time 
to time. It has also recommended that if I award any higher rate of dearness 

llowance than the Central Government s rate of dearness allowance, the 
ame should be granted by the Board to the Ministerial Staff also . 

162. I am definitely of the opinion that the demand for linkage of dearness 
allowance with the Ernakulam or any other Index Number in Kerala State 
or automatic linkage with the Central Government s Consumer Price Index 
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Number, by which every points rise or fall would be neutralized , is not justi 
fied , as it would place too heavy a burden on the Board , which its present 
financial position would not justify my placing upon it. Besides , it does not 
appear that any State Electricity Board is paying dearness allowance linked 
to any cost of Living Index Number. 

163. At the hearing , it was pointed out that if the Central Government 
rate of dearness allowance were to be granted to the Executive Staff from 
10-12-1966 , the burden till 31-12-1968 on the Boardſwould be of the order of 
Rs. 28,18,800.00 . The Interim Relief payments as per_agreement of 
10-12-1966 for that period ( 10-12-1966 to 31-12-1968 ), has been Rs.14,12,039.00 . 
Thus, the additional burden even after adjusting the Interim Relief payments 
towards the Central Government rates of dearness allowance would be Rs. 
14,06,761.00 . This would be for a period of about 2 years and 22 days. 
Therefore, the burden on the Board , if the executive employees are granted 
the Central Government rates of dearness allowance , would be about 

Rs. 
7,00,000.00 per year, which works out to about Rs. 58,000.00 per month . 
But the burden does not stop there because, as I have pointed out earlier, the 
Board is committed to grant several other categories of its employees, who are 
at present not paid dearness allowance at the Central Government s rates , 
to pay them also at the CentralGovernment s rates, if I award the same for the 
executive staff . Besides, as I have pointed out earlier, there has been a sub 
stantial increase in the number of executive staff. 

164. It is necessary to state that the Kerala State Government has, by 
Finance ( SS ) Department G.O. ( P ) No. 343 /68/ Fin ., dated Trivandrum , 2nd 
July , 1968 , for its employees revised the rates of Dearness Allowance paid to 
them with effect from 1-6-1968 as follows: 


Pay per month 


Dearness allowance per month 
withleffect from 1st June, 

1968. 


Rs. 


Below Rs. 90 
Rs. 90 and above but below Rs. 110 
Rs. 110 and above but below Rs. 150 
Rs. 150 and above but below Rs. 210 
Rs. 210 and above but below Rs. 400 
Rs. 400 and above but below Rs. 450 
Rs. 450 and above but below Rs. 500 
Rs. 500 and above but below Rs. 532 


65 
81 
91 
114 
137 
150 

153 
Amount by which pay 

short of Rs. 652 . 


:::::: 


falls 


There 

was no change made in the existing rates of Dearness Allowance 
payable to employees in higher pay ranges. 

165. By another Order No. G.O. (P ) No. 160/69 /Fin. dated Trivandrum 
10th April, 1969 , the Kerala State Government further revised the rate or 


91 


dearness allowance for Government employees with effcct from 1-4-1969 as 
under : 


Pay per month 


Dearness allowance per 
month with effect from 1st 

April, 1969 


Rs. 


Below Rs. 90 
Rs. 90 and above but below Rs. 110 
Rs. 110 and above but below Rs. 150 
Rs. 150 and above but below Rs. 210 . 
Rs. 210 and above but below Rs. 400 
Rs. 400 and above but below Rs. 450 
Rs. 450 and above but below Rs. 500 
Rs. 500 and above but below Rs. 543 


71.00 
85.00 
98.00 
122.00 
146.00 
160.00 

164.00 
Amount by which pay falls 
short of Rs. 663 . 


There was no change in the existing rates of dearness allowance payable 
to employees in higher pay ranges. 

166. It is necessary to reiterate that from 1-7-1964 till 9-12-1966 , the 
Executive Employees of the Board were also being paid dearness allowance 
atCentral Governmentrates and it wasonly under the Agreement of 10-12-1966 
that they were paid dearness allowance at the State Government rates, which 
had been introduced with effect from 1-10-1965. The agreement of 10-12-1966 
provided for payment of interim relief, and I have earlier in this Award re 
produced the rates of dearness allowance and interim relief payments, which 
executive employees are at present getting under the settlement Ex . W8, with 
effect from 10-12-1966 . 


167. The Central Government rates of dearness allowance in force with 
effect from 1-7-1964 to 1-9-1968 have been shown in the statement marked 
Ex .M36 . Asmentioned earlier, the Junior Engineers are, under the Sankaran 
Award , continuing to get the CentralGovernment rates of dearness allowance 
even after 10-12-1966 . Under Ex . W9A dated 20-11-1967, the N.M.R. 
employees have also got the difference between the State Government and 
the Central Government s dearness allowance for the period from 1-7-1964 
to 9-12-1966 . The N.M.R. are at present getting a flat rate of dearness 
allowance of Rs. 45.50 as per statement dated 20-11-1967, but they do not 
get any interim relief, which the Executive Employees get. 

168. I am of the opinion that dearness allowance on a basis of linkage 
with any Cost of Living Index Number is just not possible and the executive 
employees of the Board must be content for the present with receiving dear 
ness allowance at the Central Government s rates of dearness allowance with 
such increases as is from time to time granted under the Central Government s 
rates of dearness allowance . 
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169. In the circumstances, I award that the executive employecs covered 
by this Award including Junior Engineers shall be paid dearness allowance 
at rates allowed by the Central Government from time to time, with effect 
from 10-12-1966. They shall, however, get the benefit of the minimum dear 
ness allowance of Rs. 71.00 per month with effect from 1-9-1968 . The 
executive employees, shall also get the benefit of such variation in the Central 
Government s rate of dearness allowance as is made from time to time. If 
the Board is paying dearness allowance for any basic pay slab for its executive 
employees covered by this reference, at rates higher than those allowed by the 
Central Government for that slab of basic pay, then the executive employees in 
thatslab of basic pay shall continue to get the existing higher amount of dearness 
allowance after 10-12-1966 . The amount of Interim Relief paid to executive 
employees shall be adjusted against the payment of the enhanced dearness 
allowance awarded herein with effect from 10-12-1966 and payment of 
Interim Relief shall stop from the date Central Government rates of 
dearness allowance is paid to the executive employees. 

As regards to the Junior Engineers as they are getting the Central Govern 
ment rates of dearness allowance and are not being paid any Iterim Relief, 
they shall continue to get dearness allowance at the Central Government rates 
of dearness allowance with such variations are made by the CentralGovern 
ment from time to time. 
Demand No. 4 : Post of Overseer Grade II to be treated as a Promotion Post and 
higher scale of pay for the post: 

170. I have dealt with this demand when dealing with the demand for. 
wage scales for Overseer Grade II and I have granted the demand for the 
post of Overseer Grade II being treatd as a promotion post and have fixed 
for the Overseer Grade II, the pay scale of Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250. 
Demand No. 5 :-Drivers : 

171. Demand No. 5 under reference is whether 25 % of the existing drivers 
should be placed on the higher of the scales ? The Executive Employees 
Union in its written statement of claim has stated that the Drivers are at present 
employed in one scale of pay, and there is absolutely no channel of promotion 
for them and they have to stangnate in the existing scales. The Union has 
urged that the experience gained by the Drivers during the course of service, 
though available to the advantage of the Board , is not compensated for by 
any higher scale of pay. The Union has , therefore, urged that both from the 
pointof view ofproviding higher emoluments for the more experienced drivers 
in the cadre and from the point of view of avoiding stagnation and opening 
out a very limited channel of promotion , it is necessary that the drivers should 
be classified into Grade I and Grade II and the Drivers should be absorbed 
in the lower and higher grade in the ratio of 3 to 1 on the basis of the length 
of service . 

172. The Board in its written statement in reply has stated that the demand 
is unfair and unjust as the nature of the duties of drivers is the same and there 
is no justification at all for demanding two separate grades for them . The 
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Board has stated that the experience gained by the Drivers during the course 
of the service is rewarded by higher emoluments since they are on a running 
scale of pay with annual increments. It has stated that if this demand is 
allowed to any extent, there would be serious repercusssions as it would lead 
to similar demands for other categorics wherс there are no grades . Thic 
Management has also stated that this is a managerial function in which there 
should be no interference from the Tribunal. 

173. The Union in its rejoinder dated 14th August, 1967 has stated 
that the averments made by the Board in its written statement in reply are 
incorrect ; that as the drivers have no avenues of promotion , a lower and a 
higher grade is justified . In his note of written arguments, Shri T. C. N. 
Menon , has reiterated the submissions made in the Union s written statement 
of claim . 

174. There are in all 203 drivers on the exccutive side. The Union s 
claim is based on providing 25 % of the Senior-most Drivers , with a higher 
grade of pay , because they have no avenues of promotion . In Ex. M27, the 
Technical Member of the Board , Shri E. U. Mathew , has stated that 
duties of drivers in the employment of the Board are generally the same and 
there is no justification for demanding separate wage scales for them . He 
has also stated that if this demand is allowed to any extent, it will lead to serious 
repercussions as similar demands willbemade by employees in other categories. 

175. I am not satisfied that a demand for a higher pay scale or an allo 
wance for a section of employees of a particular category can be resisted by an 
employer on the ground that it is a managerial function . 

176. Drivers are in Group IV and I have by this Award , as stated earlier, 
granted them an increase in their existing scale of pay. But the Union s 
anxiety is to secure some relief to drivers who are working on heavy vehicles 
permanently. I am of the opinion that some additional remuneration for 
those drivers is necessary as generally drivers who have normally to drive 
heavy vehicles are allowed some additional allowance. I am not satisfied 
that there should be two separate grades for drivers, as that is likely to give 
rise to similar demand for other categories. All the same, I feel that the 
drivers engaged permanently on driving heavy vehicles need to be compen 
sated for that heavy work . 1, therefore, award Rs. 20.00 per month as Special 
Allowance to those drivers who are permanently engaged in driving heavy 
vehicles of 5 tonnes capacity and more . 

The allowance to be paid prospe 
ctively with effect from 1-8-1969. 


Demand. No. 6 : -- Risk Allowance : 

177. The Union in its statement of claim in support of this demand has 
stated that the executive employees of the Board are faced with abnormal risk 
to their health and life during the course of their employment both in the 
electrical and civil wing ; that in the electrical wing the accident rates are very 
high and instances are many where workmen are faced with either death or 
total or partial disablement due to accidents referable to the nature of their 
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work . The Union has submitted that out-dated and faulty equipments, 
absence of appropriate protective equipments , bad maintenance, all 
tribute to the risk apart from the general risk inherent in generation , trans 
mission and distribution of clcctricity ; that in the Civil Wing , the workmen 
are faced with different types of accidents as they are employed in digging 
tunnels, heavy earth moving , rock bursting by use of dynamite, working in 
huge precipices and across inexcessible and swift flowing ravines and caravans. 

The Union has stated that apart from the risk involved in living and working 
in virgin forests, the risk involved in the normal duties of an executive employee 
is not taken into account in fixing his pay or other emoluments. For these 
reasons, the Union has claimed that all executive employees, except those 
working in offices, should be paid a risk allowance of 25 % of their basic wages . 

178. The Board in its written statementin reply , has stated that the demand 
is unreasonable and unjustified . It has denied the allegation of abnormal risk . 
to health and life of the executive employees. It has stated that the employees 
in question are not facing any, exceptional risks in the discharge of their duties, 
if standing instructions are followed . The Board has submitted that for acci 
dents arising in the course of employment the workmen are entitled to very 
generous compensation under the Workmen s Compensation Act. In respect 
of this demand also , the Board has pleaded that if the demand is allowed, it 
would encourage other categories of employees of the Board to raise similar 
demands. 

179. In the written notes of arguments submitted by Shri T. C. N.Menon , 
it is further urged that the high incidence of risk in project areas is illustrated 
by Ex. W28 , which is the letter from the Chief Engineer (Civil) to the Secretary 
of the Board . In that letter the Chief Engineer had pointed out the need for 
having group insurance for the staff attending the work of preparation of 
foundation of Idikki Dam and also for the instruments used in connection there 
with . In this letter, the Chief Engineer, emphasised that with all care and 
precautions, accidents cannot be prevented in a particular area and hence the 
officers and staff as also the labourers on the site are running grave risks of 
accidents every minute that they are on the job . He, therefore, felt that it 
was quite essential that the officers and staff engaged on this work should be 
given a risk allowance considering the risk of jobs similar to those given to 
the staff working in the Hot- Line Section Pallom . He, therefore, recommend 
ed that allowance at the following rates may be sanctioned and orders com 
municated earlier : 
Asst. Engineers 

Rs. 75.00 per month . 
Junior Engineers 

Rs. 50.00 per month . 
1st Grade Overseers 2nd Grade 

Overseers Maistries and Work 
Superintendents 

month . 
Mr. T. C. N.Menon has urged that the rates recommended in Ex . W28 
may be allowed to workmen in Project Areas and to those on the electrical Side, 
risk allowance as demanded of 25 % of the basic pay should be allowed . The 
Kerala State Electricity Board s Junior Engineers Association by its written 


Rs. 40.00 per 
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statement dated 22-12-1967 has on this issuc supported and adopted the aver 
ments made and claims raised by the Executive Employees Union . 

180. At the hearing, Shri T. C. N.Menon , argued that on the electricity 
side, the workmen would be satisfied if the Company reimburses premiums 
on risk policies-the amount of policy to depend upon the wage scale . He has 
stated that in the Civil Wing Construction Side, the risk is considerablc parti 
cularly in the work of taking bearings and markings on precepices, digging 
tunnels, moving heavy earth and rock bursting by use of dynamite. He has 
stated that for employees engaged in this work , the risk allowance should be 
what was recommended by the Chief Engineer in his letter to the Secretary 
of the Board ( Exhibit W. 28 ) . 

181. Shri Shenoi, the learned Advocate for the Board , in opposing this 
demand has referred to the evidence of the Board s witness M.W.1,the Accounts 
Member of the Board , who had served in the Panjab and Mysore Electricity 
Boards and who had stated that from his personal knowledge he knew that 
no risk allowance was paid by either of these two Electricity Boards when he 
was associated with their project Areas. The Board s second witness M.W. 2 , 
its Technical Member, has stated that there is no extra element of risk to exc 
cutive employees if direction are followed . This witness has also stated that 
no other electricity Board is granting risk allowance. The Board has pointed 
out that the employees of Contractors in Idikki Project are not getting any risk 
allowance. 

182. I am not satisfied that payment ofany risk alloance is justified. No 
State Electricity Board appears to be paying any risk allowance of the nature 
claimed by the Union . It is true that employees of Electricity Boards have 
in the earlier stages of the development of Projects to work at times in wild 
and inexcessible places where conditions of life are difficult, but they are com 
pensated for this by payment of a Project Allowance. The element of risk is 
inherent in the development stages of Projects. The pay scales fixed for 
Electricity Board employees of the Civil Wing who have to work in precipices 
and in difficult terrain takes into consideration the risk involved in their duties . 
Certain risks are also incidental to the work of generating and distributing 
electricity . In my opinion , no case has been made out for payment of any risk 
allowance. The demand therefore, fails . 
Demand No. 7 :-- City Compensatory. Allowance. 

183. The Executive Employees Union , in its written statement of claim 
and in its President s written notes of arguments, has urged in support of this 
demand, that a large number of employees are working in cities like Trivan 
drum , Ernakulam , Kozhikode and other Municipal Areas. The density of 
population in these cities and towns is intense and the cost of living index 
numbers published for those areas do not reflect the incidence of high cost of 
living in those cities and towns. In order to compensate the workmen , for the 
high cost of living in those areas, he has asked that they should be granted a . 
City Compensatory Allowance of Rs. 30 per month within Corporation Areas 
and Rs. 20 per month within the area of Municipal Towns. 
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184. The Junior Engincers Association in its written statement has 
supported the claim put forward by the Executive Employees Union . 
It has, however, claimed that City, Compensatory Allowance may be 
linked to the basic pay and granted at the rate of 25 % of basic pay for those 
working in Corporation Areas and at 20 % for those working in Municipal 
Towns. This according to the Association would be a more equitable approach 
to the problem . 

185. The Board , in its written statement of reply dated 29th July , 1967 
has, in opposing this demand, stated that it is incorrect to say that the cost of 
living index published for each area does not correctly reflect its incidence of 
cost of living. It has stated that even prosperous commercial and industrial 
concerns in Municipal and Corporation Area do not pay City Compensatory 
Allowance to their employees. " The Board has submitted that the scales of 
basic pay and dearness allowance are fixed taking into consideration the cost 
of living. 

186. In its written statement of reply to the statement of claim of the 
Junior Engineers Association the Board has urged that as the demand "made 
by the Association on this issue is higher than that of the Union , the same is 
liable to be rejected ; that in any case, the claims made by the Association are 
exorbitant and unjustified . 

187. The claim is based on the ground that the Government Cost of 
Living Index Number does not correctly reflect the real cost of living in big 
Corporation Towns and Municipal Areas. The onus of proving this was on 
the workmen , but no evidence was led in support of this principle contention . 

188. Shri T. C. N.Menon , has urged that if the Central Government 
rate of Dearness Allowance is awarded herein , then City , Compensatory 
Allowance and Children s Education Allowance should also be awarded at 
the Central Government rates because these allowances are concommittants 
of the Central Government Dearness Allowance Scheme. I do not think this 
is quite correct. Here, claim for City Compensatory Allowance for Corpo 
ration and Municipal Towns is made specifically on the ground that the 
Government Cost of Living Index does not correctly represent the cost of liv 
ing in those areas and as the Unions have not adduced any evidence oral or 
documentary in support of this main ground , this demand fails and is rejected 
Besides, even for the Central Government Employees employed in Kerala 
State, City Compensatory Allowance , I am told , is paid only for employees 
in one or two towns . It is not even paid to the CentralGovernment Employees 
at Trivandrum , which is the Head Quarters of the Kerala State Government. 
In the result , the demand for City Compensatory allowance fails and is 
rejected . 
Demand No. 8 : Children s Education Allowance . 

189. The Union in its written statement of claim has stated that Children s 
education has become very costly and because of the transfer of employees 
from place to place, it becomes impossible for the executive employees to 
educate their children in places where they are posted . Moreover , a good 
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number of exccutive employees are posted whicre facilitics of cducation arc 
non -existent, and a very large number of exccutive employees, arc, thercforc , 
compelled to educate their children in places other than their place of work ! 

This results in a large number of executive crnployces having to incur extra 
expenditure for the accommodation and cducation of their children , which 
they are not in a position to meet from their normal carnings ; that in this con 
tingency, they are entitled to childern s education allowance on the same terms 
and conditions on which such allowances are paid to Central Government 
Employees. The Union has stated that there is greater justification for grant 
of such allowance to the executive employees of the board than even to 
Central Government employees. 

190. The Board in its written statement of reply has opposed this deinand . 
It has described as incorrect the statement of the Union that a good number of 
employees are posted in places where facilities of education are non- existent 
or that a large number of executive employces are compelled to educate their 
children in places other than their place of work . The Board has stated that 
ample facilities including fee concession for cducating children are available 
at every place in Kerala State , and, therefore, there is no justification what 
soever for granting this allowance. It has submitted that cven employees in 
large industrial concerns are not given this benefit. 

191. The Junior Engincers Association has supported this demand on 
the same grounds as urged by the Union in its written statement of claim . 
At the hearing, Mr. T. C. N. Menon urged the same arguments as he had 
urged in respect of City Compensatory allowance viz., that the grant of this 
allowance concomittant of the Central Government Scheme of 
Dearness Allowance. 

192. At the hearing it was stated by Mr. Shenoi, the Learned Advocate 
for the Board , and not denied by the Union , that the Board is granting to its 
employees the same benefits for the education of their children as are granted 
by the Kerala State Government to its employees. It was stated that this 
benefit, grants free education up to the S.S.L.C. Stage. In view of this , the 
grant of children s education allowance at Central Government rates does 
not appear to be justified, and the demand is rejected . 
Demand No. 9 :—Payment of Irrecoverable advance to employees transferred to stations 
80 or more kilometres away. 

193. The Union in support of this claim has stated that shifting of an 
establishment of an employee involves considerable expenditure and transfer 
to distant places are more frequent in the case of executive employees. It 
has stated that from their normal emoluments, the executive employees have 
no savings and the contingency of a long distance transfer , " becomes almost 
a nightmare because of the heavy expenses involved " . The Union , has, 
therefore, demanded a non -recoverable advance of 15 days salary to meet 
this contingency, and that too only as a partial amelioration of the distress 
involved in such transfers. The Board in its written statement in reply , has 
submitted that this demand is unreasonable and must be rejected as such . 

G. 1746 
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The Board has denied that executive" employees are subject to more frequent 
transfers than similar employees elsewhere. It has submitted that employees 
transferred from one station to another are given all facilities to transport their 
personal effects. It has further denied that shifting involves considerable 
increased expenditure. 

194. I have heard the submission of the parties and"am of the opinion 
that the Union has failed to advance any evidence to justify the grant of this 
benefit. In my opinion 80.Kilo Metres, is too short a distance for which any 
irrecoverable advance - a term of contradictions can be allowed . 


Demand No. 10 . 

Whether the employees should be allowed travelling allowance and join 
ing time for transfers on request ? 

195. The Union in its statement of claim and in the notes of written argu 
ments of its President has stated that now employees are kept for a considerably 
long time in places far away from their homes,and there is no rule as such fixing 
the duration of the posting at a particular place. The Union has stated that 
there are instances where employees are placed at such places for a long number 
of years together and they are transferred only when repeated requests are 
made, and upon such transfers they naturally require some time to join their 
duty. The Union has, therefore , demanded that even for such transfers the 
cmployees should be paid travelling allowance and daily allowance admissible 
for transfer as also for joining time. 

196. The Board has in its written statement advanced the same argu 
ments in opposing this demand as it has in opposing demand No.9. Regarding 
this demand it has stated that employees transferred from one station to another 
are given facilities to transfer their personal effects. It has denied that shift 
ing involves considerable increased expenditure. With regard to transfers 
on request, the Union has submitted that the same are made to suit the con 
venience of employces concerned and hence they are not entitled to claim 
travelling allowance , daily allowance and joining time. It has stated that if 
that demand is granted in any respect, it is liable to be misused , as in a large 
institution like the Board it is difficult to check bonafides of the request for 
transfers. 

197. At the hearing , it was pointed out that travelling allowance and join 
ing time had been granted under thc Kumara Pillai Award to the ministerial 
staff and at the hearing Shri Shenoi fairly conceded that the same may also be 
granted to the executive employees. Under para 5.12 of his Award (Ex. W11) 
the Learned Arbitrator, ShriG. Kumara Pillai, held that it would be impossible 
for employees of the class, to which the members of the ministerial staff belong 
to cover in one day the distance between a number of stations in the State. 
The Learned Arbitrator stated , “ I am therefore, of the opinion that the 
request for joining time with pay and travelling allowance is a reasonable onc 
and ought to be allowed . If the Board considers any particular requests 
to be unreasonable it can turn down the request. I hold that this demand 


118351 


99 


has to be allowed ” . With respect, I agree and I also make Award on 
Demand No. 10 herein in terms of the Kumara Pillai Award . 
Demand No. 11.--- The Demand is , “ Whether the employees posted at Stations 100 
ormore Kilo Metres away from their homes be allowed special leave for 7 days in a year ?" 

198. The Union in its written statement in support of this demand has, 
as stated under Issue No. 10 , stated that as employees are posted at distant 
places for a long number of years , and as the leave to their credit is mcagre 
it is not possible for them to visit their homes for even urgent domestic neces 
sities in a year. For such employees, it is only just that a special leave of 
- 7 days is granted . 

199. The Board in its written statement in reply has characterised this 
demand as a fantastic one. It has stated that the employees are enjoying very 
generous leave facilities and there is no ground at all why special leave should 
be given to employees posted at a distance of 100 or more Kilo Metres away 
from their homes. It has stated that the employees transferred for exigencics 
of service get generous joining time, which takes into consideration distance . 
ShriM. P. Menon , the Learned Advocate for the Junior Engineers Association , 
has on this demand, suggested an amendment, the amendment being that 
instead of being granted special leave, they should be granted 7 extra days of 
casual leave . 

200. I am not satisfied that any special leave of 7 days in a year 
or even any lesser leave can be prescribed for those posted 100 or 
more Kilo Metres away. The Transport system in Kerala is a good 
one and the Board is right that the distance can be covered without 
special leave having to be taken for the purpose. 
Demand No. 12 : 

The demand is " Whether the retiring employees should be paid 
travelling allowance for them and for their families from the place 
of work to their permanent residence " 9 

201. The Union in its statement of claim has in support of the 
demand urged that when employees retire , they do not get their 
dues except long afterwards and normally these employees are posted 
at distant places and there are instances where retiring employees 
have found it impossible to meet the travelling expenses to reach 
back home after serving the Board for their whole life . It is, there 
fore, submitted that this is a just and necessary claim . 

202. The Board described this as a fantastic claim . It has denied 
that the retiring employees of the Board are not getting their dues 
in time. It has submitted that Kerala is the smallest State in India 
and long distance travelling does not arise . 

203. I have heard the submissions of the parties and I have con 
siderable sympathy for this demand . Employees who are posted 
away from their homes and retire from service when posted there , 
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should , in fairness and equity , be granted the travelling expenses 
for themselves and the members of their families as on transfer , to 
return to their permanent home address. I do not think any, limita 
tion as to distance between the places of posting on date of retirement 
and their permanent residence should be prescribed before the benefit 
is granted . This benefit will be granted prospectively with effect 
from 1-1-1970 . 


Demand No. 13 : 

The Demand is " Whether the promotion quota of Assistant Line 
men and Linemen require s any revision ? And if so , in what manner ?” 

204. The Union in support of the demand has stated that at present 
the promotion quota from the cadre of Assistant Linemen to the cadre 
of Linemen is only 1/4th of the total vacancies available in the cadre 
of Linemen . It has stated that a large number of Assistant Linemen 
are stagnated in that cadre and it is only just that atleast 50 % of 
the available vacancies in the Cadre of Linemen be filled up from 
promotion from the cadre of Assistant Linemen . 


205. The Board in its written statement in reply has stated that 
the fixation of promotion quota is a management function and the 
existing promotion quota of Assistant Linemen to Linemen is fair 
and reasonable and should not be interfered with ; and that no 
grounds had been made out why the existing quota should be altered . 
The Board has submitted that if more than 25 % of the available 
vacancies in the cadre of Linemen are filled up by promotion from 
Assistant Linemen it will prejudicially and detrimentally affect the 
working of the Electricity Board . For this reason also the demand 
should be rejected . At the hearing, Shri T. C. N. Menon , in support 
of this demand stated that 75 % of the Asst. Linemen staggared in 
that category only for want of chance to be promoted to the post of 
Linemen . He has stated that the principle of promoting 50 % of 
employees in the lower grade to the higher grade been accepted 
in respect of Junior Engineers and Overseers Grade 1, the second 
cadre above Linemen and , therefore, the demand for the existing 
25 % being increased to 50 % in case of Linemen is justified . At the 
hearing , Shri Shenoi, argued that the existing quota of 25 % should 
not be disturbed because it would give rise to chain demands by other 
sections of employees . 


206. I am not satisfied that a case has been made out for increas 
ing the percentage of the promotion quota from 25 % to 50 % . There 
is not enough evidence, either oral or written , in justification of this 
demand . 

The danger of similar change for other categories of 
employees being made is a 

real one . The demand is, therefore, 
rejected. 
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Demand No. 14 : 


The Demand is " Whether the ralio between tlic Diploma holders 
directly recruited and Certificate holders promoted from Overscers 
Grade " Il to the cadre of Overseers Grade 1 requires any revision ? 
If so , in what manner ? " 


207. The Union in its written statement has stated that at present 
the ratio between the promotees from the cadre of Overseers Grade 
II and direct recruits to the cadre of Overseers Grade 1 is 1 : 1 . The 
Union has argued that the second Grade Overseers in view of their 
experience in the work are more efficient than direct recruits , and 
it is necessary that the experience and the efficiency . required by 
Overseers Grade II by their service under the Board be more fully 
utilised by the Board and also a wider channel of promotion be given 

to the Overseers Grade II, who are also technically qualified . The 
• difference in degree of their qualifications and the qualifications 
prescribed for direct recruit are more than made up by the abund 
ance of their experience during their service in the department. For 
these reasons the ratio between the direct recruits and promotees 
from the cadre of Overseers Grade II to the cadre of Overseers Grade 
I should be changed to 1 : 3 . 

208. At the hearing, Shri T. C. N. Menon , urged that the present 
ratio of 1 : 1 had not worked satisfactorily , and that under the present 
system , Overseers Grade II , who are certificate holders did not gei 
their fair share of opportunities for promotion to Overseers Grade I. 
He has , therefore , suggested that the ratio should be changed to 1 : 3 
i.e. 25 % of the post of Overseers Grade I should be filled in by direct 
recruitment and 75 % should be filled in by promotions from Over 
seers Grade II . He has submitted that this would not dilute the 
cadre of Overseers Grade I. 
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209 . Shri Shenoi in opposing this demand has urged the same 
grounds as he did in opposing the earlier demand No. 13 in respect 
of Assistant Linemen . He has stated that he is not aware of any such 
rule in the private sector. He has, in my opinion , rightly emphasised 
that the tendency should be to discourage the practice of reserving 
certain percentage of posts for unqualified persons . 

210. I accept this last contention of Shri Shenoi and , therefore , 
reject this demand which is otherwise also unjustified on the merits . 
Demand No. 15 : 

*Interest free loans for purchase of Cycles or Motor-Cycles by 
employees of the Board . 

211. In respect of this demand , the Union has stated that all 
executive employees, except a few posted in offices, have to cover a 
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very wide area for the discharge of their duties and day to day 
functions ; that the nature of duties of executive employees require 
swift movement from place to place and it was in recognition of this 
that the Board has already agreed to pay conveyance allowance in the 
form of cycle and motor-cycle allowance for those who own them . It 
has pleaded that generally the executive employees are not in a posi 
tion to purchase Motor -cycles and Cycles, and that it is essential that 
these employees should possess either a bicycle or a motor -cycle , 
according to their grades, if they are to get conveyance allowance ! 
It is , therefore , stated that it is necessary that they should get 
interest free loans for purchase of cycles and or motor - cycles. He 
has admitted that loans are granted at present for these purposes , 
but he has stated that the interest levied mops up a substantial portion 
of the conveyance allowance granted which in itself is inadequate to 
meet the increase cost of petrol, maintenance charges and spare 
parts . He has, therefore , pleaded that the present condition of interest 
being levied on loans for purchase of cycles and motor - cycles should 
be dropped . 

212. The Board in its written statement has characterised this 
demand as unreasonable. It has stated that the loans for this purpose 
are repaid by the employees on easy and small instalments and there 
was no reason why they should not pay interest on their loans, 
specially as the Board has itself to pay interest on the loans it secures . 
It is denied that the rate of interest mops up a substantial portion of 
the permanent conveyance allowance granted . It has stated that a 
smaller percentage of interest is charged by the Board for these loans 
than what the Board pays by way of interest for loans which it is 
compelled to take. 

213. At the hearing, it was argued by the Union that Linemen 
cannot do this work without a cycle and that possession of cycle is 
essential for the service except from lower executive employees . It 
has stated that the rate of interest at present charged by the Board 
is 51 % 


214. Shri Shenoi, the learned Advocate for the Board , has pointed 
out that the rate of interest of 51 % is the same rate as in Government . 
Service , which is a concessional rate being below the Bank rate . 
Besides, the loans are repayable in easy instalments. He has pointed 
out that the executive employees get a cycle allowance of Rs. 12.00 
per month . 

215. I feel there is substance in the argument urged on behalf of 
the Board . As it is the loans are given at a low rate of interest and 
they are repayable in instalments . The large number of executive 
employees get a cycle allowance of Rs. 12.00 per month . I am , there 
fore , not satisfied that the demand for interest free loans for purchase 
of cycles and motor- cyclcs is justified . 
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Demand No. 16 : 

Is the Union s demand that in view of the risky nature of the 
work , the Board should pay to the employees a premium of Life 
Policy upto 50 times of their salary , justified ? 

216. The Union in its statement of claim in respect of this demand 
has urged the same grounds in support of this claim as under 
Demand No. 6. It has urged that the compensation payable under 
the Workmen s Compensation Act is inadequate to compensate the 
risk involved and it is just that a provision for increased compensa 
lion in case of such accidents be provided and with that object in 
view , the Union has submitted that the Board should meet the addi 
tional expenses involved in taking out Life Insurance Policies by the 
employees at least for an amount equivalent to 50 times of their 
monthly emoluments . 

217. The Board in it s written statement in reply has urged that 
it is a preposterous demand which would justify rejection on the 
* face of it ; there is no risk involved in the work of the executive 
employees . It has denied that the compensation payable under the 
Workmen s Compensation Act is inadequate and has pointed out that 
under the recent amendment to the Act, the workmen are entitled to 
compensation at more liberal rates . It has stated that with regard 
to some employees, the Board is meeting the extra premium they 
have to pay . 

218. The Union in support has urged the same grounds as it urged 
in support of Issue No. 6 , for risk allowance . Shri Shenoi, the 
Learned Advocate for the Board , has , on the other hand , pointed out 
that no special risk is involved and that the Board was paying extra 
premiums which the L.I.C. charges to its policy holders working 
in Electricity Companies . For reasons stated in rejecting Issue No. 6 
this demand is also rejected . The fundamental fallacy on which 
this demand proceeds is that every executive employee is doing work 
which is risky . 
Demand No. 17: 

" Whether the Project Allowance, Special Project Allowance and 
Investigation Allowance require any revision ? If so , in what manner ? 

219. The Union has submitted that the existing rates of these 
three allowances require revision . The Union has pointed out that 
these allowances were fixed about 10 years ago and that the cost 
for the various elements involved in these allowance have increased 
very considerably . For this reason , the Union claims that the exist 
ing rates of these allowances should be increased by 60 % . 

220. The Board in its written statement in reply has stated that 
the existing rates of these allowances 

are fair , reasonable and 
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adequate , and there is no reason at all why they should be enhanced . 
It has alleged that the Union is only attempting to get more emolu 
ments irrespective of any justification for them . 

221. At the hearing , Shri T. C. N. Menon , pointed out that as the 
general cost of everything has gone up , these rates which were fixed 
10 years ago, require an upward revision . It may be noted that the 
present Project Allowance rates are on a percentage of the basic pay 
He has stated that in 1966 , the percentage of these allowances was 
stream -lined , by which the project allowance in Government service 
and the Board became the same. However, by Government Order 
(Ex. W16 ), the Government has increased the Project Allowances but 
not the Board . This was admitted by the Board s witness MW1, in 
his cross -examination on 3-5-1968 . 

222. Shri Shenoi, the Learned Advocate for the Board , in resisting 
this demand has stated that no other Board is paying Project Allow 
ance; that this Board is at present paying Investigation allowance 
at rates shown in the Board s order dated 11-12-1968 (Ex. M37) and " 
Project and Special Project Allowance by Board s order dated 
19-12-1967 (Ex. AW15 ) which rates, are reasonable. He has stated 
that formerly only about a 1000 workmen of the Board were getting, 
Project Allowances, but since 1964 , the N.M.R. are also getting these 
allowances . Therefore , the total number of workmen who are getting 
Project Allowance has increased to Rs. 3,000.00 . Shri Shenoi has stated 
that the existing rates were fixed when communication was diffi 
cult, but since then conditions have improved considerably . Malaria 
has been eradicated and conditions in Project areas are now much 
better . His point has been that the conditions, which originally 
justified the grant of this allowance , no longer exist and there is now 
a good case for abolishing these allowances. He has pointed out that 
at the time the affidavit (Ex. M22) of the Accounts Member of the 
Board was filed , the rates of the Board for Project , Special Project 
and Investigation Allowance were higher than the Government rates . 
Then followed the Sankaran Award (Ex. W10) by which a substantial 
pay rise was granted to the Engineers which were not available to 
their compeers in Government service . This resulted in a Strike of 
the Engineers in Government service for getting the same scales of 
pay . The Strike by Government Engineers and P.W.D. Engineers 
was withdrawn after six weeks and the Engineers in Government 
service continued on their old salaries. The Government, however, 
desired to give these Engineers some relief and this was granted 
by Kerala State Government Order No. G.O.(MS) No. 260/67 /P.W 
dated 23-12-1967 (Ex. AW13, page 2). He has stated that the exist 
ing rates for Project and Special Project Allowance paid by the 
Board are those stated in the Board s Order A.I: 6261/67 dated 
19-12-1967 (Ex. AW15 ). Because of the revised pay scales fixed by 
the Kumara Pillai Award and the Sankaran Award , the rates of 

A. 
Investigation Allowances and other local allowances were also raised 
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by the Board s Order No. G.1-6261/67 dated 11-12-1968 (Ex. 1137 ). 
The current rates of Project and Investigation under this demand 
paid by the Board are , therefore . those shown in Ex. AW15 and 31.37 
Shri Shenoi, has submitted that these are rationalised rates . Ile has 
argued that the workmen can choose between the Government s scal : 
of pay and allowances or the Board s scales of pay and the Board s 
rates of allowances as stated in Ex. AW15 and Ex. M. 37 , but the 
cannot have the best of both the worlds. He has submitted that 
no other Electricity Board gives higher rates of these allowances 
than what the Board is granting . 

223. Shri M. P. Menon , the Learned Advocate for the Junior Engi 
neers Association has stated that, the present payment of these 
allowances is in lump sum on pay slab basis. The Executive Em 
ployees Union wants 60 % increase in the existing lump suin pay . 
ments . 

He has , however , suggested that the increase should be a 
percentage of basic salary . He has stated that operatives were firs ! 
sanctioned these allowances by the Board on 30-8-1958 by Order 
which is Ex. AW14 . The allowances were on pay basis. The 
Junior Engineers were then in the Group of Rs. 150-275 basic pay 
and the Project Allowance for that pay slab was Rs. 85.00 . The 
employees in this pay scales have now moved into the next higher 
pay slab of Rs. 300-500 and they should have got Rs. 110.00 under the 
old orders which was granted to them for one or two months, but 
under order dated 19-12-1967 (Ex . AW15 ) the entire slab was altered . 
to Rs 225 to 499 and the Project Allowance rate of Rs 85.00 was 
fixed . He has pointed out that on 21-12-1967, the State Government 
passed order (Ex. AW13 ) which modified the Project Allowance paic! 
to its employees as follows: 

Special 
Basic pay slab. 

Project Allowance . Project Allowance . 
Rs. 225-350 

Rs. 70.00 

Rs. 105.00 
Rs. 350-600 

Rs. 80.00 

Rs. 120.00 
224 . I am of the opinion that no case is made out to disturb the 
existing rates of these allowances . It is not possible to maintain: 
parity with rates of all allowances paid to Government employees. 
The rates in Government service were enhanced in special circums 
lances stated in the Board s written statement. The Kumara Pillai 
Award by Para 4.30 of its Award (Ex. W11 ) rejected a demand for 
enhancing the rates of these allowances for the ministerial staff . 
because " neither the Board nor the Union has advanced any reliable 
evidence before me on these matters" . It is no doubt true that the 
cost of living has gone up since the present rates of these 3 allowances 
were fixed by the Board . As against this , there is no denying 
that conditions in the Project areas are now not so difficult as thes 
were when the projects were started with better modes of transpor ! 
and communication . Life in Project areas is no longer as hard as it 
was ten years ago when the present rates were fixed . I am , therefore . 
not satisfied that the demand for enhancement of these 3 rates of 
allowance is called for. The demand , therefore , fails . 

G. 1746 . 
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Demand No. 18 : 

Whether all the executive employees working in high ranges and 
heavy areas are entitled to get two sets of warm clothings per year ? 
If not, to what relief are they entitled to ? 

225. The Union in its written statement has urged that employees 
in high ranges require at least two blankets at a time for their daily 
use and these are so costly that it is impossible for the employees 
to meet this additional expense for blankets from their meagre 
emoluments . The Union has submitted that either these employees 
should be given iwo sets of warm clothings per year or be paid 
equivalent cost. 

226. The Board in its written statement has , in opposing this 
demand , stated that warm clothing -- one woolen rug - is given every 
year to the employees. It has submitted that the woolen blankets 
normally last more than a year, and there is no reason why more 
than one blanket should be given each year . It has characterised the 
demand as unfair and unjust . 

227. In my opinion , the demand is excessive and cannot be granted 
as the supply of one woolen blanket per year is adequate and reason 
able. 


Demand No. 19 : 


Whether the Union s demand that all employees should be paid a House 
Rent Allowance of 10 % of their salary is justified ? If not, to what relief are 
the employees entitled ? 

228. The Union in support of this demand has stated that housing is a 
serious problem in Kerala State both in the Cities and in all out of the way places. 
The Board has already admitted this situation and has agreed to pay Rs. 7.00 
per month to the employees as House Rent Allowance. This is thoroughly 
inadequate and requires revision to at least 10 % of the wages. 

229. The Board in its written statement in reply has stated that every 
employee is getting Rs.7.00 as House Rent Allowance, except those who were 
provided with rent free quarters. The Board has stated that this rate is fair 
and adequate and does not call for any revision . It has submitted that even 
in prosperous industrial and commercial concerns, House -rent allowance 
is not given to the workmen . In para 30 of its written statement, the Board 
has generally urged thefollowing submissions, which I have borne in mind when 
dealing with the demand for these various allowances : 

" TheManagement wishes to submit that the allowances claimed above 

neither reasonable nor just and no grounds have been made 
out at all for granting those allowances. The Board has also no capacity 
to pay any of those allowances. The Board may point out that under 
the settlement dated 10-12-1966 the workmen were granted additional 
allowances and the rates of certain allowances were also enhanced . The 
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demand for further allowances and for increasing the raics of existing 
allowances is, therefore, wholly unreasonable and unjust and has to be 
rejected . Further, the executive employees alonc arc parties to this 
reference and any award made in respect of thesc allowances will have 
very serious repercussions. It will be followed by demands for similar 
allowances by the ministerial and other cmployees of the Board . For 
this reason also the demand for additional allowances should be rejected . 
The Management also submits that no retrospective effect should be given 
to any award in the case in view of the bad financialposition of the Board 
and budgetory restrictions" . 

230. On the merits, it was virtually conceded by Shri Shenoi that as 
under the Kumara Pillai Award Rs. 10.00 by way of House Rent allowance 
has been granted to the ministerial staff , the Board cannot refuse to cnhance 
the existing rate of house rent allowance from Rs. 7.00 to Rs. 10.00 per month . 
He has pointed out that the State Government employees are getting Rs. 7.00 
per month and that as far as he was aware no industrialconcern in Kerala State 
was getting a higher rate of House Rent Allowance than Rs. 10.00 per month . 

231. I have heard the submissions of the Union s representatives and I 
am of the opinion that the demand for 10 % of the salary as House Rent 
Allowance is exorbitant and excessive and would be unjustified , being beyond 
the capacity of the Board . The Board , however, cannot refuse to increase 
the house rent allowance for the executive employees to Rs. 10.00 per month 
considering that the ministerial staff are also getting the same. There can be 
little doubt that even otherwise this increase is justified on the merits , as House 
Rent has gone up considerably. I, therefore, award that the executive emplo 

House Rent Allowance at the rate of Rs. 10.00 instead of Rs. 7.00 
per month with effect from 10-12-1966 . 

232. All the payments and benefits granted under this Award shall be 
paid and brought in force by the Board within 15 days of the date on which this 
Award becomes enforceable under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 , unless otherwise directed under any specific demand. 

233. I may state in conclusion that in dealing with this dispute I have 
specially concentrated in applying the recognised principles of wage fixation , 
to existing facts and circumstances. As I have stated earlier this dispute relates 
to only one section of the employees of the Board its executive employees 
including its Junior Engineers. Theministerial staff of the Board are governed 
by the Kumara Pillai Award and the Work Establishment and the 
N.M.R. "have their own service rules. There is no gain saying that 
there is a certain co -relation between the existing scales of pay and 
service conditions of the different sections of the employees of the 
Board. I have throughout been conscious of this and have tried to 
preserve existing parities and differentials as far as possible, and have 
disturbed them only when I felt it was necessary to do so in the interest of justice, 
fair play and industrial peace. I am aware that many of the Board s present 
difficulties are the result of piece-meal adjudications, arbitrations and settle 
ments . This had made it all the more important that the present parities are 
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not unduly disturbed . Imay state thatmy Award has not and cannot have 
wider or general application except as far as it relates to the existing facts 
and circumstances of this particular dispute . I am well aware that an All 
India Wage Board is dealing with question of the proper wage structure and 
certain service conditions for employees in electricity undertakings and State 
Electricity Boards and that its report is anxiously awaited . At the hearing 
before me, the wage scales paid by certain other State Electricity Boards were 
cited but the difficulty hasbeen that different designations are applied to connote 
different duties and responsibilities. Besides, the wages, dearness allowances and 
other-remunerations and the service conditions in the different State Electricity 
Boards as they exist in their totality were difficult to ascertain and determine. 
Without a clear over-all picture of total earnings, and service benefits it would 
have been erroneous to rely upon what the other State Electricity Boards are 
paying to their different categories in respect of any one subject matter under 
reference, as stated at the hearing. 


234. Before finally parting with this dispute, I should like to express my 
appreciation of the able manner in which the representatives of all the parties 
to this dispute have argued their cases. I am also grateful to the representa 
tives of all the parties for the courtesy and consideration they have shown me 
and for the assistance they have rendered me in dealing with this reference. 
In this connection I should specially like to mention the assistance I havereceived 
from Sri K.Chandrasekharan NairPersonna. Officer and Shri P. Sivathanu Pillai, 
Senior Superintendent, who were particularly helpful the latter having also 
helped mewith therecord of the case. Shri P.K.Gopalkrishna Pillai the General 
Secretary of the Union , and Shri K.M.Ali Koya the Joint Secretary of the Union , 
as also Sri E. Justus,General Secretary of the Junior Engineers’Association were 
also most co -operative. The Board s case was in the safe hands of Shri Shenoi, 
Advocate, who spared no pains in presenting the case on behalf of the Board 
and who throughout was fair in his submissions. I am also grateful to 
Shri Damodaran Kurup , Advocate for the Union who was in charge of the 
case for the Union whenever Shri T. C. N.Menon was not present. Shri 
M. P. Menon , Advocate for the Junior Engineers Association argued the case 
on behalf of the Graduate Junior Engineers with conspicuous ability . Shri 
T. C. N.Menon the President of the Union argued the case of the Executive 
Employees with his usual ability and fairness. He has throughout shown a 
laudible sense of responsibility in the manner in which he has prosecuted this 
reference. 


235. There will be no order as to costs as between the parties, but the 
Board , as agreed , shall bear the costs of the Arbitration . 


( Sd .) 
SALIM M.MERCHANT, 

ARBITRATOR . 
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BEFORE SRI SALIM M.MERCHANT, ARBITRATOR 
Under Section 10 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
In the matter of the Industrial Dispute between the Management of 
the Kerala State Electricity Board, Trivandrum and the Work 

men of the above concern represented by the 
Kerala State Electricity Board Executive 

Employees Union , Alwaye. 
Lisk of documents submitted by the Management: 
MI. 

Notification No. ELI-6475 /56 /PW /7-3-57 of the Government of 

Kerala 
M2. Government order No . ELI-4670 /57 /57/PW /dt. 3-4-1957. 
*M3. Pay Revision orders of the Kerala State Electricity Board dated 

11-8-1958 . 
M4. Settlement dated 8-4-1965 between the Management and the 

Kerala State Electricity Board Executive Employees Union , 

Alwaye . 
M5 . Board order No. A. IV -8788/66/ 20-7-1966. 
M5A . Board order No. A. IV -19246 /66 /19-10-1966. 
M6. 

Government orders on the recommendation of the Pay Revision 
Committee relating to scales of pay (G.O.(P ) 112/66 /Fin / 

5-4-1966 ) 
M7. Statement showing the various types of allowances and other 

benefits enjoyed by the Executive Employees of the Kerala State 

Electricity Board . 
M8. General Balance sheet, consolidated Revenue Account and Net 

Revenue and Appropriation Account of the Kerala State Electri 

city Board for the year 1961-62. 
M9. 

do . do . 

1962-63 
M10 . 

do . do . 

1963-64 
M11. 

do . do. 

1964-65 
M12 . 

do . do . 

1965-66 
M13 . 

do. do . 

1966-67 
M14 . Statement showing the financial results of the working of the 

Kerala State Electricity Board from the date of its constitution 

till 1966-67. 
M15 . Annual financial statement for the year 1967-68 of the Mysore 

State Electricity Board . 
M16 . Annual financial statement for the year 1967-68 of the 

Maharashtra State Electricity Board . 
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M17 . 


M18 . 


Statement showing the salary scales and other allowances in the 
Madras State Electricity Board . 
Printed and Published Annual Report and Accounts of the Cochin 
State Power and Light Corporation Ltd., Ernakulam for the 
year ended 31st March 1967. 
B.O. No. D. Dis . 12316/67 dated 11-8-1967 regarding the recti 
fication of anomalies in pay fixation in the case of Junior Engine 


M19. 


ers . 


M20 . B.O. No. D.Dis. 17419/67 dated 20-10-1967 - clarification order 

in M19 . 
M21. B.O. No. A. III- 17525 /66 dated 6-7-1967 regarding the Abolition 

and work establishment service. 
M22. Affidavit of Sri G.Ramachandran , Accounts Member of the Board 

(MWI) . 
M23 . Comparative Statement showing the rates of daily allowance 

for Government Employees and Board Employees. 
M24 . Report of One Man Commission of the finances of Kerala State 

Electricity Board . 
M25 . Statement showing Return on Capital Base (Including Works 

in Progress). 
M26 . Statement showing the Financial returns of Electricity Under 

takings in State 1966-67. 
M27. Affidavit dated , 15-6-1968 of Sri E. U. Mathew , Technical 

Member, (MW2). 
M28 . Statement showing the qualifications and duties of Line Helpers 

to 1st Grade Overseers. 
M29 . Calendar of the Board for the year 1968. 
M30 . Statement showing the number of Employees under the Board 

as on 31-3-1967. 
M31. Board Order No. BS3/59/dated 28-6-1960 regarding the Powers 

for the Junior Engineers for making purchases. 
M32. Form W -1-Application for engagement of labour. 
M33. Particulars regarding qualification , pay, powers , etc. of the equated 

posts of the Electricity Department. 
M34 . Statement showing the approximate expenditure devolved on the 

Board both recurring and arrears, as per various awards and 

settlements. 
M35 . B.O. No. G.I. -27730 /68 dated 6-12-1968 regarding the revision 

of rate of D.A. 
M36 . Statement showing the rates of Dearness allowance ( Central) 

from 1-7-1964 . 
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M37 . 


B.O. No. GI, 6261/67 dated 11-12-1968 regarding the revision 
of rates of Investigation , Operation ahd Extra Operation allow 


ances. 


LIST OF DOCUMENTS FILED BY THE K.S.E.BOARD EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES UNION 


WI. Order No. CI522 /dated 7-8-1958 of the Chairman , K.S.E. Board 

(Orders on the Recommendations of pay revision committee). 
W2. Award of I.D.45/58 published in Kerala Gazette 47 dated 

28-11-1961. 
W3. · Order on the settlement of I.D. 45/58 between the K.S.E. Board 

and Electricity Board Executive Employees Union . B.O. No. AI 

271/59 dated 1-5-1965 . 
W3A . Settlement dated 8-4-1965 between the Board and the Execu 

tive Employees Union . 
W4. Minutes of the conference held on 21-10-1965 between the Board 

and the Union . 
W5. Letter No. A1-271/59 dated . 21-5-1965 of the Chairman , K.S.E. 

Board to the President of this Union . 
W6 . B.O. No. AIV -8788 /66 /20-7-1966 regarding the revision of pay 

scales of Electricity Board Employees. 
W7. Notice of Strike dated 18-11-1966 issued by the President of this 

Union to the Chairman , K.S.E. Board . 
W8. Memorandum of settlement dated 10-12-1966 between the K.S.E. 

Board and Electricity Board Executive Employees Union . 
W9. Memorandum of Settlement dated 14-1-1965 between the K.S.E. 

Board and the Unions of N.M.R. Workers under the Electricity 

Board . 
W9A . Settlement dated 20-11-1967 with the N.M.R. Employees 

Union . 
W10 . Award of Sri K. Sankaran, Retired Chief Justice in the matter 

of Pay Revision of Engineers under the K.S.E. Board . 
W11. Award dated 14-3-1967 by Sri G. Kumara Pillai in the matter of 

Pay Revision of Clerical and Allied Workmen under the Board . 
W11A . Summary of award of Sri G. Kumara Pillai , Retd . Judge in the 

matter of Dispute Between the K.S.E. Board and Employees 

(Ministerial & Allied Workmen ) . 
W12 . Memorandum of Settlement dated 21-8-1966 between the Cochin 

State Power & Light Corporation Employees Union , Ernakulam 

and Management. 
W13 . Copy of Memorandum No. EB2-61/ 16-7-1963 of the Chief Engi 

neer (Ele.) Trivandurm to the Superintending Engineer, T. C. 
Circle, Pallom , regarding transfer and postings of 2nd Grade 
Overseers. 
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W14 . 

Letter No. B3-1683/63 / 18-2-1963 of the Board Secretary to the 
Government Secretary on L.A. Interpellation regarding the 

financial position of the Board . 
W15 . Copy of Board Order No. AIII. 17525/66 /dated 9-8-1967 rela 

ting to abolition of Work Establishment servicc . 
W16 . Copy of G.O. (MS) No. 1390 /dated Trivandrum , 20-11-1958 , 

Government of Kerala Public Services -- The Kerala Engineering 
Subordinate Service - Qualifications and Method of Appoint 

ment - Special Rules. 
W17. Copy of the B. 0. No. A -IV -5980/67 /dated . Trivandrum , 

4-10-1967 - Demands of K. S. E. Board Work Establishment 
Employees Union - Revision of Pay Scales to certain Categories 

in the Executive side. 
W18 . Copy of B.O. No. D. Dis 5980 /67 /Dt. Trivandrum 9-11-1967, 

Establishment_Pay revision - Demand from the Kerala State 
Electricity Board Work Establishment Employees Union 
Revision as on 1-4-1958 for certain categories ofWork Establish 

ment --Regarding. 
W19 . Letter dated 21-7-1966 from theGeneral Secretary, K.S.E. Board 

Employees Union , to the Chairman , K.S.E. Board . 
W20 . Statement showing the percentage of increase in total wage of 

Engineers under Kerala Electricity Board from 1958 to 1966. 
W21. Statement showing the percentage of increase in total wages of 

Ministerial Staff under Kerala State Electricity Board from 1958 

to 1966 . 
W22. Statement showing the percentage of increase in total wages of 

Executive Employees under Kerala State Electricity Board from 

1958 to 1966 . 
W23 . Maximum - Minimum statement of Pay scales of Engineers in 

the Kerala State Electricity Board . 
W24 . Copy of Board s Order No. 6261 /67/dt. 4-10-1967. 
W25 . Copy of Circular No. EB4-6050 /58 dt. 8-8-1961 of Chief Opera 

tion Engineer, Electricity Board , Trivandrum . 
W26 . Copy of Memorandum No. EB2-49001 /65 /dt. 22-2-1966 of the 

Chief Engineer, Electricity Board , Trivandrum . 
W27 . Copy of letter No. L. Dis. 2453 /64 /dated 10-3-1964 of the Secre 

tary Kerala State Electricity Board , Trivandrum . 
W28 . Copy of letter- No . EB-61533/66 /Dt. 6-8-1966 of Chief Engineer 

(Civil) Electricity Board , Trivandrum . 
W29.. 

Copy of Board Order No. C. 1955 /16 /Dt. 23-12-1958 . 
W30 . Copy of Boards Order No. D. Dis. 10476/67 dated Trivandrum 

23-9-1967. 
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W31. 


W32. 


Opening Speech of the Chairman at the Kerala Statc Electricity 
Consultative Council on 25-7-1960 . 
Press Note issued by the Kerala State Electricity Board dated 
17-5-1960 . 
Transfers and Postings of Overseers ondt. on EB27158 - dated 
29-1-1958 – The Superintending Engincer, Electrical Circle , 
Ernakulam . 


W33 . 


LIST OF DOCUMENTS FILED BY THE K.S.E. BOARD JUNIOR ENGINEERS ASSOCIATION 
AWI. Affidavit filed by S. Balakrishna Menon , Junior Engineer 

(Elec .) 
AW2. Affidavit filed by Sri S. Sankaran , Junior Engineer, (Electrical) 
AW3. Affidavit filed by Sri E. Justus, Junior Engineer ( Civil) . 
AW4. B.O. No. Al- 1595/60 dated 27-11-1961 . 
AW5. B.O. No. Al- 1595 /60 dated 28-3-1962. 
AW6. B.O. No. Al-271/59 dated 12-4-1965 . 
AW7. Copy of representation made by Graduate Junior Engineers 

to the Chairman . 
AW8. Certified copy of judgment of thc High Court of Kerala in 

Writ Appeal 199/63. 
AW9. B.O. No. A.IV -8788 /66 dated 20-7-1967 . 
AW10 . B.O. No. A - I-9947 /63 dated 26-8-1967 . 
AW11. Award in I.D. 13/64 appended to the above. 
AW12. B.O. No. A.1-6261 /67 dated 19-5-1967 (relevant extract) 
AW13 . G.O. (M.S ) No. 260 /67 /PW dated 23-12-1967 of the Public 

Works (Establishments- A ), Department. 
AW14 . Appendix III to Board Order No. C. 1577 dated 30-8-1958 
AW15 . B.O. AI-6261 /67 dated 19-12-1967. 
AW16 . Statement of Pay scales of Junior Engineers of State Electricity 

Board . 
AW17. Statement of Pay Scales of Junior Engineers of Public Sector 

undertakings outside Kerala . 
AW18 . Statement of Pay scales of Junior Engineers of Public Sector 

undertakings inside Kerala. 
AW19. Kerala Vidyuth - April, June 1967 . 
AW20 . Printed report of enquiry - One man commission on transmis 

sion and distribution of K.S.E. Board 1967. 
AW21. Financial Forecast of the Kerala State Electricity Board Return 

Estimated on Capital Base . 
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AW22. Circular No. EB1(A )2031/63-64 dated 5-10-1963 of the Chief 

Engineer (Ele.) regarding transfers and postings of Junior 

Engineers, Electrical. 
AW23. Budget estimate for 68-69 of the K.S.E. Board . 
AW24 . B.O. No. A. IV -21371 /66 dated 1-6-1968 regarding the revision 

of Pay Scales of Ministerial Gazetted Officers. 
AW25 . Extract from Letter No. G.1286 /68-69 / 18-5-1968 from the 

Superintending Engineer, Generation Circle, Trichur - I 
addressed to the Chief Engineer (Electricity), K.S.E., Trivan 
drum . 


DOCUMENTS FILED BY SRI S. NAGAPPAN NAIR, YARD MECHANIC : 
BWI. B.O. No. AI-271/59 dated 19-2-1966 regarding the Pay Scales 

of Interchangable Categories. 
BW2. Representation dated 18-3-1966 from Sri S. Nagappan Nair 

to the Secretary, K.S.E. Board . 
BW3. Office Order No. 411/22 dated 3-10-1958 of the Station Engi 

ncer, 66 K.V. Sub Station, Mavelikkara . 
BW4. Letter No. 138 /7-10-1966 from the Station Engineer, 66 K.V. 

Sub Station , Paruthippara to the Assistant Engineer, Transmis 
sion Sub Division , Kundara. 


LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED AT THE HEARING : 


The Board s Witnesses : 


MWI. 
MW2. 


Shri G.Ramchandran - Account s Member. 
Shri E. U. Mathew - Technical Member . 


Executive Employees Union s Witnesses : 

WW1. Shri V. Ayyappan Pillai - Line-Helper. 
WW2. Shri Livingston Paul Joshua - Assistant Lineman . 
WW3. Shri S. G. Sreewallabhan Nair - Lineman . 
WW4. Shri K. C. Sathyadas Nadar - Overseer Grade II ( Elec.) 
WW5. Shri K. E. Varghese - Overseer Grade II ( Civil) . 
WW6 . Shri R. Sadasivan Nair - Junior Engineer (Electrical) . 
WW7. ShriK. N. Ali Koya - Overseer Grade I (Electrical), Now 

Junior Engineer --Jt. Secretary of the Union . 
WW8. Shri P. K.Gopalakrishna Pillai - Overseer Grade 1 - General 

Secretary of the Union . 
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The Junior Engineers Association s Witnesses : 
AWWI. 

Shri S. Balakrishna Menon - Junior Engineer (Elec.) 
AWW2. Shri S. Sankaran - Junior Engineer (Elec.) 
AWW3. Shri E. Justus - Junior Engineer ( Civil) -- Secretary of 

Association . 


thc 


ANNEXURE " A 


BEFORE SHRI SALIM M.MERCHANT, ARBITRATOR 


Under Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


In the matter of the Industrial Dispute between the Management of 
the Kerala State Electricity Board and its Workmen represented 
by the Kerala State Electricity Board Executive 

Employees Union 


MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE MANAGEMENT AND THE 
KERALA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES UNION REGARDING 
PAY REVISION AND WEIGHTAGE IN RESPECT OF THE CATEGORY OF BLUE PRINTERS. 


1. The pay revision and weightage in respect of the category of Blue 
Printers is one of thematters referred for arbitration . 

2. The Blue Printers and Attenders were in a common gradation list. 
The revision of pay of the Attenders was referred to Sri G. Kumara Pillai, 
Arbitrator. The K.S.E.B. Executive Employees Union , hereinafter referred 
to as the Union , demanded that since the Blue Printers were also on a common 
gradation list along with Attenders and since the pay of the Attenders was 
revised by SriG.Kumara Pillai, the pay scale of the Blue Printers should also 
be revised accordingly with effect from 1-7-1964 . The Board has issued orders 
to the effect that the higher pay fixed for the Blue Printers in the post of Atten 
der will be protected as personal pay to be absorbed in future increments. 
However , the Board could notlagree to this demand since the pay revision of the 
Blue Printers was pending before the Arbitrator, Shri Salim M. Merchant. 
The Union has again raised a demand as Item No. 51 of their Charter of 
Demands. After elaborate discussions, the pay revision and weightage to 
be granted to the Blue Printers has been settled between the parties as follows : 

3. The Management agrees to give the same pay scale of Rs. 90-5-140 
granted by SriG.Kumara Pillai, Arbitrator, to the Blue Printers also with effect 
from 1-7-1964 . The Blue Printers will also be given the same weightage as 
was given by Sri Kumara Pillai to the Attenders. 

4. In consideration of the Management agreeing to give to the Blue 
Printers the same scale of pay and weightage as SriG.Kumara Pillai had given 


116 


to the Attenders in his arbitration award , the Union agrees to withdraw the 
matter of pay revision and weightage for Blue Printers from the arbitration 
reference pending before the Honourable Arbitrator, Shri Salim M. Merchant. 

In view of the settlement the parties humbly request the Honourable 
Arbitrator to accept this settlement regarding pay revision and weightage in 
respect of the category of Blue Printers and incorporate this settlement in the 
final award to be passed by the Honourable Arbitrator. 
Dated this the 20th day of July, 1969. 

For the Management: 
( Sd .) 
K.V.R. SHENOI, 
Advocate for the Management. 

( Sd .) 

Secretary , 
The Kerala State Electricity Board 

For the Workmen : 
(Sd .) 
T. C. N. MENON , 
Advocate for the Union . 

(Sd .) 

President, 
The Kerala State Electricity Board . 

Executive Employees Union . 


ANNEXURE B 


G. 
1746 


Statement showing the Various Revisions of Pay, D.A., Special DA , and House Rent 

Allowance as on 1958 and Demanded Scales 


SI . 
No. 


Total 


No. of 
Posts on 
1968-69 


Pay Scales Pay Scales 
prior to 

from 
1958 

1-4-1958 


HRA from 

1-4-1961 


Special 

D. A. 


D. A. 


D. P. 


Name of Category 


Total 


5 


6 


7 


9 


3 


8 


10 


4 


11 


1 


2 


25-35 


35-1-45 


1391 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


Line Helper 


79.00 


1 


12 


25-35 


35-45 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


2 Cleaner 


79.00 


4 


25-35 


35-45 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


79.00 


3 Boat Cleaner 


& 


9 


25-35 


30-40 


2.000 


5.00 


12.00 


67.00 


5.00 


72.00 


3a Chainman 


27 


25-35 


35-45 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


4 Oilman 


5.00 


79.00 


2 


25-35 


35-45 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


5 Lorry Cleaner 


79.00 


25-35 


4 


35-45 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


6 Oilman cum Cleaner 


79.00 


7 Valve House Operato 

Grade II 


8 


30-50 


35-60 


22.00 


*5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


79.00 


30-50 


35-60 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


79.00 


8. Signaller Grade II 


25-35 


30-40 


20.00 


5.00 


1 


12.00 


67.00 


5.00 


72.00 


9 Boatman 


2 


30-40 


35-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


79.00 


10 Asst. Engine Driver 
11 Signaller 


4 


30-50 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


ANNEXURE B- (Contd.) 


SI. 
No. 


Name of Category 


S.D.A. from D.P. from D.A. from H.R.A. from 

1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 


Total 


D.A. from 
1-4-1964 


Total 


Total 


Central D.A. 
from 1-7-1964 


1 


2 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


1 Line Helper 


Nil . 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


2 Cleaner 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


3 Boat Cleaner 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 
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3a 


Chainman 


27.00 


10.00 


7.00 


74.00 


13.00 


77.00 


20.50 


84.50 


.4 Oilman 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


5 Lorry Cleaner 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


6 Oilman cum Cleaner 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


7 Valve House Operator 

Grade II 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


8 Signaller Grade II 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


9 Boatman 


27.00 


10.00 


7.00 


74.00 


13.00 


77.00 


20.50 


84.50 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


10 Asst. Engine Driver 
11 Signaller 


91.50 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


SI. 
No. 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-10-1964 


D.A. from 

1-3-1965 


Name of Category 


Total 


Total 


Pay as per 
Agreement 
Dt. 8-4-1965 


Total 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-12-1965 


Tota! 


Pay revision 

from 
1-1-1966 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


Line Helper 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-2-45 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-1-75 

2-85 
65-85 


Cleaner 


2 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-2-45 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


3 Boat Cleaner 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-45 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-85 


119 


3a Chainman 


28.00 


92.00 


33.00 


97.00 


30-40 


97.00 


41.00 


105.00 


60-75 


4 Oilman 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-45 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-85 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-45 


5 Lorry Cleaner 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-85 


6 Oilman cum Cleaner 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35.45 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-85 


7 


Valve House Operator 
Grade II 


26.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-60 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


65-85 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


35-60 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


9 Signaller Grade II 


65-85 


9 Boatman 


28 00 


92.00 


33.00 


97.00 


30-40 


97.00 


11.00 


105.00 


60-75 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


101.00 


35-80 


104.00 


41.00 


112.00 


75-115 


10 A st. Engine Driver 
11 Signaller 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-20 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-115 


ANNEXURE B - (Concld .) 


SI, 
No. 


Name of Category 


D. 4 . 


D. P. H.R.A. 


Interim 
Total relief from 

10-12-1966 


State 
D. A. 


Total 


-Scale Demanded 

hy the Union 


Remarks 


1 


2 


30 


31 


32 . 


33 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 


41.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


1 Linc Helper 
2 Cleaner 


41.00 


7.00 


113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-110 


3 Boat Cleaner 


41.00 


7.00 


113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


T20 


la Chainman 


41.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


127.00 


110-5-130-6-150 


4 Oilman 


41.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


5 Lorry Cleaner 


45.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


6 Oilman cum Cleaner 


41.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


7 Valve House Operator 

Grade II 


41.00 


7-00 113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


8 Signaller Grade II 


41.00 


7.00 113.00 


27.00 


33.00 


132.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


9 Boatman 


41.00 


7.00 108.00 


27.00 


33.00 


127.00 


110-5-130-6-160 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


130-6-160-7-230 


10 Asst. Engine Driver 
11 Signaller 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


130-6-160-7-230 


ANNEXURE B 


Total 


SL. 
No. 


No. of 
Posts on 
1968-69 


Pay Scales Pay Scales 
prior to from 

1958 1-4-1958 


Name of Category 


Special 

D. A. 


HRA from 

1-4-1961 


D. A. 


D. P. 


Total 


3 


4 


2 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


5 


12 Asst. Filter Operator 


30-50 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


880 


30-40 


13 Asst. Lineman 


35-60 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


74.00 


5.00 


79.00 


14 Meter Room Attender 


1 


30-60 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


14a Valve House Operator 

Grade I 


16 


30-50 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 
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15 Yard Mechanic Grade II 


3 


35-80 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


16 Blue Printer 


33 


30-60 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


17 Fitter Grade III 


12 


30-60 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


34.00 


18 Intake Watcher 


4 


30-50 


40-80 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


19 Mechanic 


4 


35-30 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


844.00 


4 


20 Operator Grade II 


35-80 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


21 Dam Operator 


1 


35-80 


10-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


25 


35-80 


10-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


81.00 


22 Estimate Copyist 
23 Work Superintendent 


3 


30-60 


-10-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


Name of Category 


S.D.A.from D.P. from D.A. from H.R.A. from 

1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-1-1962 


Total 


D.A. from 
1-4-1964 


Total 


. 


Total 


Central D.A. 
from 1-7-1964 


1 


2 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


12 Asst. Filter Operator 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


13 Asst. Lineman 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


81.00 


13.00 


84.00 


20.50 


91.50 


14 Meter Room Attender 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


14a Valve House Operator 

Grade I 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


122 


15 Yard Mechanic Grade II 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


16 Blue Printer 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


17 Fitter Grade III 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


18 Intake Watcher 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


19 Mechanic 


29.00 


10.00 


17.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


, 13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


20 Operator Grade II 
21 Dam Operator 
22 Estimate Copyist 
23 Work Superintendent 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


SI. 
No. 


Name of Category 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-10-1964 


D.A. from 

1-3-1965 


Total 


Total 


Pay as per 
Agreement 
D. 8-4-1965 


Total 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-12-1965 


Total 


Pay revision 

from 
1-1-1966 


2 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


12 Asst. Filter Operator 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-80 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-115 


13 Asst . Lineman 


28.00 


99.00 


33.00 


104.00 


40-80 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-115 


14 Meter Room Attender 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


14a Valve House Operator 

Grade I 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


.0-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


123 


15 Yard Mechanic Grade II 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


16 Blue Printer 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


17 Fitter Grade III 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


18 Intake Watcher 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


19 Mechanic 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


• 109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


20 Operator Grade II 
21 Dam Operator 
22 Estimate Copyist 
23 Work Superintendent 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


S/ . 
.No. 


State 


Name of Category 


D. A. 


D. P. H.R.A. 


Interim re 
Total lief from 

10-12-1966 


D.A. 


Total 


Scale Demanded 

by the Union 


Remarks 


2 


30 


31 


32 


33 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 


12 Asst. Filter Operator 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


130-6-160-7-230 


13 Asst. Lineman 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


130-6-160-7-230 


14 Meter Room Attender 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


14a Valve House Operator 

Grade I 


41.00 


7.00 


123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


124 


15 Yard Mechanic Grade II 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


16 Blue Printer 


41.00 


7.00 


123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


17 Fitter Grade III 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


18 Intake Watcher 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


19 Mechanic 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


20 Operator Grade II 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


21 Dam Operator 
22 Estimate Copyist 
23 Work Superintendent 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


33.00 


142.00 


140-6-170-8-240 


27.00 
27.00 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


ANNEXURE B -- (Contd .) 


G.1746 


Total 


Special 

D. 4 . 


HRA from 

1-4-1961 


SI. 
No. 


Total 


Pay Scales Pay Scales 
prior to from 

1958 1-4-1958 


D. P. 


D.A. 


No. of 
Posts on 

1968-69 


Name of Category 


7 


6 


8 


9 


10 


5 


11 


2 


3 


4 


5.00 


79.00 


5.00 


35-80 


12.00 


84.00 


40-120 


22.00 


18 


24 Work Superintendent 


5.00 


5.00 


30-60 


40-80 


22.00 


12.00 


79.00 


84.00 


25 Fitter cum Welder 


1 

1 


40-50 


22.00 


5.00 


30-60 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


26 Fitter cum Crane Operator 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


40-80 


79.00 


3.00 


2 


30-60 


84.00 


27 Fitter cum Blacksmith 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


40-80 


5.00 


30-60 


8 + .00 


28 Attender cum Operator 


125 


22.00 


30-60 


40-80 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


29 Winch Operator cum Mechanic 1 


22.00 


30-60 


5.00 


0-80 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


34.00 


30 Fitter cum Plumber 


35-80 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


9 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


31 


Fitter Grade II 


22.00 


5.00 


35-80 


40-100 


12.00 


79.00 


5.00 


74 


34.00 


32 Tracer 


35-90 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


7 


79.00 


5.00 


81.00 


33 Boat Driver 


40-100 


2 


35-90 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


79.00 


81.00 


3.00 


34 Roller Driver 


2 


35-60 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


5.00 


84.00 


79.00 


35 Winch Driver 


35-80 


40-100 


22.00 


5.00 


12.00 


5 


79.00 


5.00 


84.00 


36 Yard Mechanic Grade I 


35-90 


84.00 


203 


40-100 


22.00 


12.00 


5.00 


5.00 


79.00 


37 Driver 


5.00 


100.00 


+ 


-10-100 


50-150 


95.00 


28.00 


12.00 


5.00 


38 Surveyor Grade II 


ANNT SURE (Contd . ) 


SI. 
V. 


Name of Category 


..D ... from D.P. from D.A. from 

1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 


Total 


H.R.d. from Total 

1-4-1962 


Total 


D ... from 

1-4-1964 


Central D.A. 
from : 1-7-1964 


1 


2 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


24 Work Superintendent 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


25 Fitter cum Welder 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


26 Fitter cum Crane Operator 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


27 Fitter cum Blacksmith 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


28 Attender cum Operator 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


29 Winch Operator cum 

Mechanic 


126 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


30 Fitte : cum Plumber 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


95.50 


31 


Fitter Grade II 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


32 Tracer 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


33 loat Driver 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


34 Roller Driver 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


35 Winch Driver 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


36.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


36 Yard Mechanic Garde I 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


37 Driver 


29.00 


10.00 


7.00 


86.00 


13.00 


89.00 


20.50 


96.50 


38 Surveyor Grade II 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20:50 


112.50 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd.) 


SI . 
No. 


Central D. 4 . 

from 
1-10-1964 


D.A. from 

1-3-1965 


Name of Category 


Total 


Total 


Pay as per 
Agreement 
DI. 8-4-1965 


Total 


Central D.4 . 

from 
1-12-1965 


Total 


Pay revision 

from 
1-1-1966 


21 


22 


2 


23 


24 


1 


25 


26 


27 


+ 28 


29 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


24 Work Superintendent 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


29.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


25 litter cum Welder 


117.00 


80-160 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


26 Fitter cum Crane Operator 28.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


Fitter cum Blacksmith 


27 


117.00 


80-160 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


28 Attender cum Operator 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


29 Winch Operator cum 

Mechanic 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


40-120 


109.00 


30 Fitter cum Plumber 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


31 Fitter Grade II 


40-120 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


80-160 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


32 Tracer 


109.00 


40-100 


109.00 


41.00 


117.00 


75-135 


28.00 


104.00 


33 Boat Driver 


33.00 


109.00 


50-150 


125.00 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


34 Roller Driver 


109.00 


50-150 


125.00 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


104.00 


35 Winch Driver 


33.00 


109.00 


50-150 


125.00 


+1.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


109.00 


50-150 


36 Yard Mechanic Guache 


125.00 


41.00 


133.co 


90-190 


28.00 


104.00 


33.00 


37 Driver 


109.00 


50-150 


125.00 


+1.00 


133.00 


90-190 


120.00 


28.00 


33 00 


125.00 


50-150 


125..10 


+1.0 


133.00 


90-19 


28 Surveyor Gradell 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


Interim re 


SI. 
No. 


Scale Demanded 

by the Union 


Name of Category 


State 
D. A. 


D.A. 


D. P. H.R.A. 


Total 


Remarks 


Total lief from 

10-12-1966 


2 


30 


31 


32 


33 


34 


35 


38 


36 


37 


24 Work Superintendent 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-3-200-10-300 


25 Fitter cum Welder 


41.00 


7.00 . 128.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


26 Fitter cum Crane Operator 41.00 


7.00 128.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


27 


Fitter cum Blacksmith 


41.00 


7.00 128.CO 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


7.00 128.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


28 Attender cuin Operator 
29 Winch Operator cum 

Mechanic 


41.00 


7.00 128.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


128 


30 Fitter cum Plumber 


41.00 


7.00 128.00 


27.0 ) 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


31 Fitter Grade II 


7.00 12.00 


27.00 


33.00 


147.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


32 Tracer 


41.00 


7.00 123.00 


27.00 


33.00 


142.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


33 Boat Driver 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


34 Roller Driver 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


3 Winch Driver 


7.00 133.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


36 Yard Mechanic Grade 1 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


37 Driver 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


7.00 


138.00 


20.00 


38 Surveyor Grade II 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


ANNEXURE B (Contd .) 


Special 
D.A. 


HRA froin 2 Total 

1-4-1961 


Total 


D.A. 


D. P. 


SI. 
No. 


Pay Scales Pay Scales 
prior to from 

*1958 1-4-1958 


Name of Category 


No. of 
Posts on 

1968-69 


8 


10 


9 


6 


7 


5 


3 


4 


2 


1 


95.00 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


5.00 


941 


40-120 


50-150 


28.00 


39 Lincman 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


95.00 


23.00 


5.00 


40-100 


50-150 


40 Turner 


95.00 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


40-100 


28.00 


5.00 


11 


50-150 


95.00 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


10 


10-100 


5.00 


50-150 


28.00 


41 Cable Jointer Grade II 
42 Filter Operator 
43 Crane Operator 


95.00 


5.00 


12.00 


100.00 


5.00 


50-150 


28.00 


2 


40-100 


5.00 


100.00 


95.00 


28.00 


12.00 


50-150 


5.00 


40-100 


2 


129 


44 Fitter Grade 1 


95.00 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


40-100 


50-150 


28.00 


5.00 


2 


45 Winch Operator 


5.00 


100.00 


95.00 


5.00 


12.00 


10 


50-150 


28.00 


40-100 


46 Mechanic Grade II 


5.00 


12.00 


95.00 


100.00 


28.00 


40-100 


50-150 


5.00 


8 


47 Operator Grade I 
48 Overseer Grade II (Civil 

& Electrical) 


100.00 


5.00 


95.00 


5.00 


12.00 


50-150 


28.00 


1126 


40-120 


5.00 


95.00 


5.00 


100.00 


12.00 


4 


50-150 


28.00 


45-75 


49 Foreman Grade V 


5.00 


50-150 


12.00 


5.00 


40-100 


28.00 


100.00 


195.00 


50 Meter Mechanic Grade II 


80-150 


80-180 


28.00 


123.00 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


5.00 


123.00 


80-150 


28.00 


80-180 


5.00 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


2 


51 Surveyor Grade I 
52 Telephone Mechanic 
53 Telepritner Niechanic 
54 Driver Grade I 


80-150 


80-180 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


123.00 


118.00 


5.00 
5.00 


80-180 


80-150 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


123.00 


ANNEXURE B — (Contd .) 


SI. 
Vo. 


Name of Category 


S.D.A. from D.P. from D.A. from H.R.A. from 

1 - + - 1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 


Total 


D.A. from 
1-4-1964 


Total 


Central D.A. 
from 1-7-1964 


Total 


1 


2 


12 


13 


15. 16 


17 


18 


1:19 


20 


39 Lineman 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20,50 


112.50 


40 Turner 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


Cable Jointer Grade II 
42 Filter Operator 
43 Crane Operator 


112.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


112.50 
112.50 


20.50 


444 Fitter Grade 1 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


45 Winch Operator 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


16 Mechanic Grade II 


112.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 105.00 


47 Operator Grade I 
48 Overseer Grade II ( Civil 

& Electrical) 


20.50 


112.50 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


49 Foreman Grade V 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


50 Meter Mechanic Grade II 


35.00 


10.00 


7.00 


102.00 


13.00 


105.00 


20.50 


112.50 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


51 Surveyor Grade I 
52 Telephone Mechanic 
53 Teleprinter Mechanic 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


5+ Driver Grade I 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


D.A. from 

1-3-1965 


SY . 
No. 


Total 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-10-1964 


Total 


Pay as per 
Agreement 
DI. 8-4-1965 


Total 


Total 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-12-1965 


Pay revision 

from 
1-1-1966 


Name of Category 


29 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


22 


23 


2 


21 


41.00 


90-190 


28.00 


133.00 


120.00 


125.00 


50-150 


125.00 


39 Lineman 


33.00 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


120.00 


125.00 


50-150 


33.00 


-4 Turner 


125.00 
125.00 


41.00 


90-190 


133.00 


125.00 


28.00 


120.00 


33.00 


50-150 


41 


Cable Jointer Grade II 


125.00 


50-150 


125.00 .. 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


120.00 


33.00 


42 Filter Operator 
43 Crane Operator 


41.00 


90-190 


125.00 


125.00 


133.00 


28.00 


120.00 


33.00 


50-150 


133.00 


125.00 


33.00 


50-150 


41.00 


90-190 


28.00 


125.00 


120.00 


44 Fitter Grade I 


50-150 


125.00 


125.00 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


120.00 


33.00 


131 


28.00 


45 Winch Operator 


125.00 


125.00 


50-150 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


33.00 


120.00 


46 Mechanic Grade II 


120.00 


33.00 


125.00 


50-150 


125.00 


41.00 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


47 Operator Grade I 
48 Overseer Grade II (Civil 

& Electrical) 


- 125.00 


125.00 


50-150 


133.00 


90-190 


28.00 


120.00 


33.00 


41.00 


28.00 


120.00 


125.00 


33.00 


50-150 


133.00 


125.00 


41.00 


90-190 


49 Foreman Grade V 


120.00 


33.00 


125.00 


50-150 


90-190 


133.00 


125.00 


41.00 
78.00 


33.00 


143.00 


148.00 


125-225 


. 160-270 


218.00 


231.00 


50 Meter Mechanic Grade II 28.00 
51 Surveyor Grade I 

28.00 
52 Telephone Mechanic 28.00 
53 Teleprinter Mechanic 28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


218.00 


160-270 


125-225 


78.00 


231.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


160-270 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


143.00 


33.00 148.00 


125-225 


• 218.00 


160-270 


78.00 


28.00 


231.00 


54 Driver Grade I 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd.) 


SI. 
No. 


Nameof Category 


D.A. 


D. P. H.R.A. 


Interin re 
Total lief from 

10-12-1966 


State 
D. A. 


Tota ! 


Scale Demanded 

by the Union 


Remarks 


2 


30 


31 


32 


33 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 


39 Lineman 


41.00 


7.00 - 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


40* Turner 


160-8-200-10-300 
160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


.. 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


41 Cable Jointer Grade II 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


42 Filter Operator 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


43 Crane Operator 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


44 Fitter Grade I 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


139 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


45 Winch Operator 
46 Mechanic Grade II 
47 Operator Grade I 
118 Overseer Grade II (Civil 

& Electrical) 
49 Foreman Grade V 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


160-8-200-10-300 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


50 Meter Mechanic Grade II 41.00 


7.00 138.00 


20.00 


50.00 


167.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


65.00 


252.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


51 Surveyor Grade I 
52 Telephone Mechanic 
53 Teleprinter Mechanic 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


65.00 


252.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


65.00 


252.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


54 Driver Grade I 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


65.00 


252.00 


210-10-260-12-380 


ANNEXURE B 


G.1746 


Total 


SI. 
No. 


HRA from 
1-4-1961 


Special 
D.A. 


No. of 
Posts on 
1968-69 


Pay Scales Pay Scales 
prior to from 
1958 1-4-1958 


Total 


Name of Category 


D. P. 


D.A. 


9 


10 


11 


7 


8 


6 


1 


4 


2 


3 


5 


5.00 


5.00 


123.00 


118.00 


3 


80-180 


55 Tractor Driver 


80-150 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


123.00 


3 


80-150 


80-180 


56 Dam Superintendent 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


80-150 


123.00 


57 Coil Winder 


5.00 


118.00 


3 


80-180 


28.00 
28.00 


5.00 


118.00 


5.00 


58 Meter Grade I 


5.00 


123.00 


1 


80-150 


80-180 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


5.00 


123.00 


80-150 


80-180 


28.00 


59 Engine Driver 


1 


118.00 


5.00 


5.00 


5.00 


123.00 


5 


80-150 


28.00 


60 Mechanic Grade I 


80-180 


133 


5.00 


28.00 


118.00 


5.00 


61 Meter Tester 


5 


80-180 


5.00 


123.00 


80-150 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


5.00 


123.00 


80-180 


28.00 


62 Cable Jointer Grade I 


6 


80-150 


113.00 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


63 Foreman Grade IV 


11 


80-150 


5.00 


123.00 


80-180 


80-150 


5.00 


80-180 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


123.00 


118.00 


64 Foreman Grade III 
65 Overseer /Draftsman 

Grade I (Civil & 
Electrical) 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


80-180 


118.00 


5.00 


1261 180-150 


123.00 


80-150 


9 


80-180 


28.00 


5.00 


5.00 


118.00 


123.00 


66 Senior Operator 


5.00 


100-250 


28.00 


6 


5.00 


5.CO 


138.00 


67 Research Asst. 


5.00 


1-43.00 


68 Junior Engineer 

(Civil & Electrical) 


679 


150-250 


175-275 


226 : 00 


5.00 


34.00 


5.00 


219.00 


7.00 


Total 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd .) 


SI. 
No. 


Name of Category 


Total 


S.D.A. from D.P. from D.A. from H.R.A. fronz 
1-4-1962 

1-4-1962 1-4-1962 1-4-1962 


D.A. from 
1-4-1964 


Total 


Central D.A. 
from 1-4 1964 


Total 


1 


2 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


55 Tractor Driver 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


• 135.50 


56 Dam Superintendent 
57 Coil Winder 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


58 Meter Grade I 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.00 


59 Engine Driver 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


60 Mechanic Grade I 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


28.00 


61 Meter Tester 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 
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62 Cable Jointer Grade I 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


63 Foreman Grade IV 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


64 Foreman Grade III 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 135.50 


65 Overscer/Draftsman 

Grade I (Civil & 
Electrical) 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


66 Senior Operator 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


125.00 


13.00 


128.00 


20.50 


135.50 


67 Research Asst. 


28.00 


10.00 


7.00 


145.00 


13.00 


148.00 


25.50 


160.50 


68 Junior Engineer (Civil 

& Electrical) 


34.00 


.. 


10.00 


7.00 


226.00 


15.00 


231.00 


42.00 . 258.00 


ANNEXURE B - ( Contd .) 


SI. 
No. 


Central D : A . 

from 
1-10-1964 


D.A. from 
1-3-1965 


Name of Category 


Total 


Total 


Pay as per 
Agreement 

DI. 8-4-1965 


Total 


Central D.A. 

from 
1-12-1965 


Total 


Pay revision 

from 
1-1-1966 


1 


2 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


55 Tractor Driver 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


56 Dam Superintendent 
57 Coil Winder 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


59 Meter Grade I 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


59 Engine Driver 
60 Mechanic Grade I 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 
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61 Meter Tester 


28.00 


143 . 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


62 Cable Jointer Grade I 
63 Foreman Grade IV 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


64 Foreman Grade III 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 125 


125-225 


218.00 


73.00 


231.00 


160-270 


65 Overseer /Draftsman 

Grade I ( Civil & 
Electrical) 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


66 Senior Operator 


28.00 


143.00 


33.00 


148.00 


125-225 


218.00 


78.00 


231.00 


160-270 


67 Research Asst. 


42.00 177.00 


50.00 


185.00 


180-280 


185.00 3361.00 


196.00 


150-350 


28 Junior Engineer (Civil 

& Electrical) 


54.00 


270.00 


65.00 


281.00 


205-350 


323.00 


96.00 


338.00 


325-525 


Total 


ANNEXURE B - (Contd.) 


SI. 
No. 


State 
D. A. 


Interim re 
D. P. H.R.A. Total lief from 

10-12-1966 


Scale Demanded 

by the Union 


D. A. 


Name of Category 


Total 


Remarks 


1 


30 


2 


31 


32 


33 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


65.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


55 Tractor Driver 
56 Dam Superintendent 
57 Coil Winder 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


58 Meter Grade I 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


59 Engine Driver 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


60 Mechanic Grade I 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 
250-12-310-15-460 


61 


Meter Tester 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 
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78.00 
78.00 
78.00 


7.00 245.00 
7.00 245.00 
7.00 245.00 


20.00 
20.00 
20.00 


50.00 
50.00 
50.00 


252.00 
252.00 
252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 
250-12-310-15-460 
250-12-310-15-460 


62 Cable Jointer Grade I 
63 Foreman Grade IV 
64 Foreman Grade III 
65 Overseer /Draftsman 

Grade I (Civil & 

Electrical) 
66 Senior Operator 
67 Research Asst. 
68 Junior Engineer (Civil 

& Electrical) 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


78.00 


7.00 245.00 


20.00 


50.00 


252.00 


250-12-310-15-460 


61.00 


7.00 218.00 


20.00 


50.00 


227.00 


• 250-12-310-15-460 


96.00 


7.00 428.00 


442.00 


350-25-475-30-775 


20.00 Central 

D.A. 110 


Total 


Accepted by the Management 

( sd.) 
For Secretary 


Ernakulam , 
3-4-1969 


( Sd .) 
General Secretary, 
Kerala State Electricity Board 
Executive Employees Union . 


ANNEXURE-C 


EXECUTIVEEMPLOYEES 


LinehelpertoJuniorEngineers 


ExistingPayScale 


PayScalebythisAward 


Group& ItemNo. 


DesignationofPost 


PayScaledemanded 

atthehearing 


5 


4 


2 


3 


1.1to9. 

1 2 3 3(a) 4 
5 6 


Rs.65-2-35 

do. do. do. do. do. do. 


LineHelper Cleaner BoatCleaner Chainman Oilman LorryCleaner Oilman-cum-Cleaner ValveHouseOperator 

GradeII SignallerGradeII Boatman 


Rs.110-5-130-6-160 

do. do. do. do. 
do. 
do. 


Rs.90-5-140 

do. do. 
do. 
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Rs.65-2-95 

do. Rs.65-2-85 


do. do. do. 


do. do. 


8 


Rs.75-2-85-3-115 

do. do. do. 


Rs.130-6-160-7-230 

do. do. do. 


Rs.100-5-160 

do. do. do. 


II.10to13. 

10Asst.EngineDriver 11SignallerGradeII 12Asst.FilterOperator 

13Asst.Lineman III.14to22 

14MeterRoomAttender 14(a)ValveHouseOperator 15 

YardMechanicGradeII 16FiticrGradeIII 17BluePrinter 


Rs.75-3-90-1-110-5-135 


do. 


do. do. do. 


Rs.100.210 

do. 
do. do. do. 


Rs.105-6-165-7.50-180 

do. 20. do. 


3 


4 


5 


Rs. 140-6-130-22 


18 
19 
20 
21 
22 


Intake Watcher 
Mechanic 
Operator Grade II 
Dam Operator 
Estimate Copyist 


Rs. 75-3-90-1-110-5-135 

do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do. 
do. 


Rs. 105-6-165-7.50-180 

do . 
do. 
do . 
do. 


IV . 23 to 47 


23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 


Rs. 80-4-100-5-160 

do. 
do. 
do. 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 160-8-200-10-300 

do . 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do . 


Rs. 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240 

do . 
do . 
do. 
do. 
do . 
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30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 


Works Superintendent 
Works Superintendent 
Fitter-cum -Welder 
Fitter - cum - Crane Operator 
Fitter -cum -Blacksmith 
Attender -cum -Operator 
Winch Operator-cum 

Mechanic 
Fitter -cum - Plumber 
Fitter Grade II 
Tracer 
Boat Driver 
Roller Driver 
Winch Driver 
Yard Mechanic Grade I 
Driver 
Surveyor Grade I 
Lineman 
Turner . 
Cable Jointer Grade II 
Filter Operator 
Crane Operator 
Filter Grade I 
Winch Operator 
Mechanic Grade II 
Operator Grade I 


do . 
do. 

do . 
Rs. 75-3-90-4-110-5-135 
Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 

do. 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 


do. 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do. 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 90-5-100-6-190 

0 . 


V. 48 to 54 . 

48 Overscer Grade II 
49 

Foreman Grade v 
50 Meter Mechanic Grade II 
51 Surveyor Grade I 
52 Telephone Mechanic 
53 Teleprinter Mechanic 
54 Driver Grade I 


ddo. 


Rs. 160-10-270 

do . 
do. 
do . 


Rs. 210-10-260-12-380 

do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 140-7-175-8-223-9-250 
Rs. 130-6-154-7-182-8-222-9-240 

do . 
Rs. 185-10-305 

do . 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 250-12-310-15-460 

do . 
do . 


VI. 55 to 67. 

55 Tractor Driver 
56 Dam Superintendent 
57 Coil Winder 

Meter Mechanic Grade I 
Engine Driver 

Mechanic Grade I 
61 Meter Tester 
62 Cable Jointer Grade I 
63 Foreman Grade IV 
64 

Foreman Grade III 
65 

verscer or Draftsman 

Grade I 
66 Senior Operator 
67 Research Assistant 


Rs. 160-10-270 

do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do. 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 


Rs. 225-15-375 

do . 
do. 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
c!o . 
do . 
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do . 

do . 
Rs. 200-10-250-15-400 


do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 

do . 
Rs. 240-15-390-20-450 


VII. 68 . 

68 


Junior Engineer 


Rs. 325-20-125-25-525 


Rs. 350-25-475-30-775 


Rs. 325-20-425-25-575 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 20985 /69/LSWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th June 1969. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of a complaint 
under section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 filed by Shri 
Madhavan , Keeryianickal, Kondoor, Erattupettah against Shri French 
Mathai, Manjumattu Stores, Palai received by Government on 12-6-1969 is 
hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Deputy Secretary . 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Iated this the 9th day of June , Nineteen hundred and Sixty -nine. 

Present 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF, B.SC., B.L. 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8 OF 1969 

SHRI MADHAVAN , 
KEERYIANICKAL , KONDOOR , 

ERATTUPETTAH P. O. (Complainant ) 


Vs. 


SHR FRENCH MATHAI, 
MANJUMATTU STORES, 
PALAI. 

(Opposite Perty ) . 
Representations: 
Shri P. Narayanan Nair , 

Tor Complainant. 
Advocate , Alleppey . 
Shri K. P. Gopalan Nayar , 

Advocate, Palai & 
Shri B. S. Krishnan , 

For Opposite Party , 
Advocate, Alleppey 
G. 1523 . 
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AWARD 


This is a complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, filed in the matter of Industrial Dispute No. 1 of 1969 by the 
afore-mentioned complainant against the opposite party . 
2. The contentions of the Complainant are as follows : 

The opposite party has been guilty of contravention of the provisions of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as shown below : 

" I was working as a tapper in T. S. No. 73. The opposite party is the 
Contractor of the above toddy shop . 
As 

per the call of my Trade Union , I had struck work and on 27-12-1968 
the union withdrew the strike and I had reported for work from 28-12-1968 
onwards. The opposite party denied me employment by dismissing me from 
his service . 

The opposite party has not either got fapproval of the action taken 
by him from the Industrial Tribunal nor has he sought for approval. 
No one month s wages was ever offered or tendered by the opposite party 
at the time of the above dismissal. The denial of employment by dismissal 
is even otherwise illegal and void ; as the opposite party had not given any 
charge or conducted an enquiry . The petitioner is not guilty of any 
misconduct. 

The action of the opposite party is victimisation , since the petitioner 
took part in the strike. The petitioner was getting on an average Rs. 33 per 


day .” 


The complainant concluded with a prayer that the complaint set out 
above may be decided in his favour and an award passed directing the 
opposite party to reinstate the complainant with full back wages and costs . 

3. Pursuant to summons the opposite party appeared , tiled vakalath 
and submitted his written objections in which it was contended as under : 

“ The complaint is not maintainable in law and on facts. 

The opposite party never denied employment to the applicant at any 
time before or after the reference of I. D. 1/69 to this Court. The applicant 
is even now working in the shop and there was no occasion for the opposite 
party to deny employment to the applicant. The allegation that he was 
refused employment etc. , are all not based on facts. The present petition 
is only meant to victimise and harass the opposite party . 

Without prejudice to the above contention , it is submitted that if at all 
there is denial of employment it was not during the pendency of any pro 
ceedings before this Court or any other Authority under the I. D. Act. In 
view of this , there is no violation of Section 33 of the I. D. Act . Hence this 
complaint is not maintainable . 

The statement of the applicant regarding his wages, number of years 
service etc., are not correct. 


3 


To the best of knowledge of the opposite party , thc applicant has not 
signed any complaint, leave alone the present (one to be filed before this 
court or before any other Authority . 

The opposite party concluded the objections with a prayer that the 
complaintmay be dismissed with costs." 

4. The case came up for evidence. But on 3-6-196 ) the learned counsel 
appearing for the Complainant submitted that he is not pressing thc com 
plaint since the complainant has been reinstated already in the service. He 
has also made an endorsement to that effect on the complaint itself. 

5. Since there is no subsisting dispute between the parties, I pass my 
award dismissing this complaint. In the circumstances of the case I do not 
pass any order as to costs. This award shall come into force on the expiry 
of thirty days from the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Alleppey , 

K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
9-6-1969. 

Industrial Tribunal . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Social Welfare (H ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
No. 20980/H4/69 /LSWD . 

Dated , Trivandrun , 18th June 1969 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the dispute 
between Shri Thankutty, Pullickal, Kondoor, Erattupettah and Shri French 
Mathai, Manjumattu Stores, Palai received by Government on 13-6-1969 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 

Deputy Secretary, 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
(Dated this the 9th day of June, Nineteen 
hundred and Sixty -nine) 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF, B.SC., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No : 34 OF 1969 

Between 

SHRI THANKUTTY 
PULICKAL, KONDOOR , ERATTUPETTAH 

Complainant. 
Vs: 
SHRI FRENCH MATHAI 
MANJULIATTU STORES, PALAI 

Opposite Party . 
Representations : 
Shri P. Narayanan Nair, 
Advocate, Alleppey 

For Complainant. 
Shri K. P. Gopalan Nayar , 

Advocate, Palai & Shri B : S. Krishnan , For Opposite Party. 
Advocate, Alleppey 

AWARD 


} 


This is a complaint under Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act , 
1917, filed in the matter of Industrial Dispute No.1 of 1969 by the afore 
mentioned Complainant against the opposite party . 

G. 1531 
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2. The contentions of the Complainant are as follows: 

The opposite party has been guilty of contravention of the provisions 
of Section 33 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as shown below : 

" I was working as a tapper in T. S. No. 73. The opposite party is 
the Contractor of the above toddy shop . 

As per the call of my trade union , I had struck work and on 27-12-1968 
the union withdrew the strike and I had reported for work from 28-12-1968 
onwards. The opposite party cenied me employment by dismissing me 
from his service . The opposite party has not either got approval of the 
action taken by him from the Industrial Tribunal nor has he sought for 
approval. No one month s wages was ever offered or tendered by the opposite 
party at the time of the above di missal. 

The denialof employment by dismissal is even otherwise illegal and 
void as the opposite party had not given any charge or conducted an 
enquiry . The petitioner is not guilty on any misconduct. 

The action of the opposite party is victimisation , since the petitioner 
took part in the strike . The petitioner was getting on an average Rs. 7 per 
day ." 

The complainant concluded with a prayer that the complaint set out 
above may be decid - d in his favour and an award passed directing the 
opposite party to reinstate the complainant with full back wages and costs. 

3. Pursuant to summons the opposite party appeared , filed vakalath 
and submitted his written objections in which it was contended as under : 
“ The complaint is not maintainable in law and on facts. 

The opposite party never denied employment to the applicant at any 
time before or after the referece of I. D. 1/19 to this Court. The applicant 
is even now working in the shop and there was no occasion for the opposite 
party to deny employment to the applicant. The allegation that he 
refused employment etc., are all not based on facts. The present 
petition is only meant to victimise and harass the opposite party . 

Without prejudice to the above contention , it is submitted that ifat all 
there is denial of employment it was not during the pendency of any procee 
dings be o e this Court or any other Authority under the I. D. Act. In view 
of this there is no violation of Section 33 of the I. D. Act. Hen.e this 
complaint is notmaintainable. 

The st tem - nt of the applicant regarding his wages, number of years 
service etc., are not coi rect. 

To he bet of knowledge of the opposite party, the applicant has 
not signed any complaint, leave alone the present one to be filed before this 
court or befo e any other Authority . 

The opposite party concluded the objections with a prayer that the 
complaintmay be dismissed with costs.” 


was 
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. 


4. The case came up for evidence. But on 3-6-1969 the learned counsel 
appearing for the complainantsubmitted that he is not pressing the corn . 
plaint since the complainant has been reinstated alre dy in the cervice. He 
has also made an endorsement to that effect on the complaint itscif. 

5. Since there is no subsisting dispute between the parties, I pass my 
award dismissing this compla nt. In the circumstances of the case I do not 
pass any order as to costs. This award shall come into force on the expiry of 
thirty days from the date of its publ.cation in the Government Gazette. 
Alleppey , 

K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
9-6-1969. 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works Department 

( Transport- B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 19412 / TB4 /69 /PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd August 1969. 
Whereas the Government of Kerala have entered into reciprocal 
agreement with the Government ofMysore regarding operation of stage 
carriages on the inter-state routes detailed in the annexure, connecting Kerala 
and Mysore; 

Now , therefore, the following draft of direction which the Government 
of Kerala propose to issue to the State Transport Authority, Kerala, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iv ) of sub -section (1 ) of section 43 
of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 (Central Act 4 of 1939 ), is hereby published 
for general information as required by the proviso to the said sub-section . 

Notice is hereby given that the said draft will be taken up for considera 
tion on or after the 3rd October 1969 and that any objection or suggestion 
with respect to the said draft which may be received by the Government 
before the date specified above will be considered by the Government. Objec 
tions and suggestions in duplicate shall be addressed to the Secretary to the 
Government of Kerala , Public Works ( Transport- B ) Department, Govern 
ment Secretariat, Trivandrum . 

DRAFT DIRECTION 
Stage carriage permits shall be issued or countersigned as the case may 
be by the State Transport Authority, Kerala on the inter-state routes speci 
fied in column (1) of the Annexure, for the operation of the number of trips 
specified in column (2 ) thereof by the operators belonging to the State speci 
ficd in column (3) of the said Annexure. 

Annexare 
Yame of route 

Number of Operators 

trips 
(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 
1. Mysore - Mananthody via Jayapura , 
Rampura , H. D. Kota , Karapura , 

Exclusive 

opera 
Bavali 

2 

tion by Mysore 
2. Mysore- Tellicherry via Bilikere, Hungur, 

State Road 
Anechowkur , Titimati, Virajapet, Ittiti , 

Transport Cor 
Mattannur, Kuttuparamba 

2 

poration 
3. Mangalore-Manjeswar via Talapadi 4 

6043 Eg, 


2 


( 2 ) 


opera 


4 


( 3) 
Exclusive 

tion by Kerala 
State Road 
Transport Cor 
poration 


opera 


2 


Exclusive 

tion by Kerala 
State Road 
Transport Cor 
poration 


2 


2 


(1) 
4. Tellicherry - Virajpet via Mattannur, 

Kuttupuzha, Irity, Mukuta 
5 . Cannanore-Kutta via Mattanur, Iriti, 

Kuttupuzha, Virajpet, Ponampet, 

Srimangala 
6 . Cannanore - Mangalore via Kasargod , 

Kumbla , Kurichipalla , Manjeswar, 

Talapadi, Ullal 
7 . Calicut-Mangalore via Badagara , Mahe , 

Tellicherry , Cannanore , Kasargode, 
Kumbla , Kurchipalla , Manjeswar , 

Talapadi, Ullal 
8. Mercara - Cannanore via Siddapura , 

Virajpet, Makutta , Kuttupuzha , 

Mattanur 
9 . 

Mercara- Kasargod via Sampaje, Sulya, 

Jaisur 
10 . Mercara - Tellicherry via Siddapura , 

Ammati, Virajpet, Kuttupuzha 
11. Mysore - Calicut via T. Narasipura , 

Mugur, Santemarahalli , Chamaraja 
nagar, Terakanambi, Gundlupet, 
Mulhole, Sultanbathery , Kalpetta 

Adivaram , Thamarassery 
12 . Bangalore-Ernakulam via Channapatna , 

Mandya , Mysore, Nanjangud,Gundlu 
pet, Mulhole, Sultanbathery , Kalpetta , 
Adivaram , Thamarassery , Calicut , 
Ramanattukara , Parakkadavu , Edap 

pal, Trichur, Cochin 
133. Mysore-Calicut via Kadakola, Nanjan 

gud , Begur, Gundulpet, Mulhole, Sul 

tanbathery, Kalpetta , Thamarasseri 
14. Mysore -Cannanore via Hunsur, Periya 

patna , Siddapur, Virajpet, Kuttupuzha , 
Mattanur 


2 


Joint operation by 

Kerala State 
Read Transport 
Corporation and 
Mysore State 
Road Transport 
Corporation 


2 


by 
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By order of the Governor, 
R. GOPALASWAMY , 

Scorelary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Buildings and Communications I) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No.64 :48 /B2 /67/PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 23rd August 1969 . 
In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of section 25 of 
the Kerala Buildings (lease and Rent Control) Act 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), the 
Government of Kerala having satisfied that in public interest it is necessary 
so to do hereby exempt the building No. 9/3 and attached out house and 
drying.yard in T. S. 11 in Calicut Corporation area from the opera ion of 
the provision of sub -section (17) of section 11 of the said Act with effect from 
the date of publication of this notification . 


By order of the Governor , 
T. R. SUKUMARAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary. 


G. 1778 
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Section i 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Law Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 11794 /B2/69/Law . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 23rd August 1969. 
The following Act of Parliament, published in the Gazette of India 
Extraordinary , Part II-Section i, dated the 26th July. 1969, is hereby re 
published for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 25th July , 1969. 

By order ofthe Governor , 
P. SANKUNNI MENON , 

Law Secretary. 
THE WEST BENGAL LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 

(ABOLITION ) ACT 1969 
(No. 20 OF 1969) 

AN 

ACT 
to provide for the abolition of the Legislative Council of the State of West Bengal ane 

for matters supplemental, incidental and consequential thereto . 

Be it enacted by Parlia pent in the Twentieth Year of the Republic o 
India as follows: 

1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Ict may be called the Wes 
Bengul Legislative Council (Abolition ) Act, 1969. 

( 2 ) It shall come into force on such date as the Central jovernmen 
may, by notification in the Official Gazette , appoint, 

2. Definitions. In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires -- 

(a ) " appropriate Government” means, as respects a law relating 
to a matter enumerated in List I in the Seventh Schedule to the Constitu 
tion , the Central Government, and as respects any other law , the State 
Government; 

(b ) " article" means an article of the Constitution ; 

(c) " Council" means the Legislative Council of the State of West 
Bengal; 

(d) “ law ” includes any enactment, ordinance, regulation , order , 
bye -law . rule, scheme, notification or other instrument having the force of 
law in the whole or any part of the State of West Bengal; 

(e) . “ Legislative Assembly" means the Legislative Assembly of the 
State of West Bengal. 

3. Abolition of the Council.- (1) The Legislative Council of the State of 
West Bengal is hereby abolished . 

(2 ) On the abolition of the Council , every member thereof shallcease 
to be such member. 

G. 1761. 


Amendment of article 168. - In sub-claus (a ) of clause (1) of article 
168 , for the words “ Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal” , thc words " and 
Uttar Pradesh " sball be substituted . 

5. Amendment of Ani 43 of 1950. - In the Representatio :1 of the People 
Act, 1950, 

(a ) in the Third Schedule, entry No. 9 relating to West Bengalshall 
be omitted ; 

(b ) in the Fourth Schedule the heading “ West Bengal” and the 
entries thereunder shall be omitted . 

6 . Repeal of Delimitation of Council Constituencies (West Bengal) Order , 
1951. - The Delimitation of Council Constituencies ("Vest Bengal) Order, 
1951, is hereby repealed . 

7. Provision as to pending Bills.--- (1) A Bill pending in the Council 
immediately before the commencement of this Act which has not been 
passed by the Legislative Assembly shal: lapse on the abolition of the 
Council. 

( 2) A Bill pending in the Council immediately before the com 
mencement of this Act which has been passed by the Legislative Assembly 
shall not lapse on the abolition of the Cuncil, but on such abolition shall be 
deemed to have been passed before such commencement by both Houses of 
the Legislature of the State of West Bengal in the form in which it was passed 
by the Legislative Assembly . 

(3) If a Bill which having been passed by the Legislative Assembly 
is , before the commencement of this Act, either rejected by the Council or 
passed by the Council with amendments, the Legislative Assembly may, 
after such commencement, pass the Bill again with or without such amend 
ments, if any, as have been made by the Council and the Bill so passed shall 
be deemed to be a Bill introduced in and passed by the Legislative Assembly 
after the commencement of this Act . 

8. Power to adapt laws. - The appropriate Government may, bifore the 
expiration of one year from the commencement of this Act, by order , make 
such adaptations and modifications of any law made before such commence 
ment, whether by way of repeal or amendment as may be necessary or 
cxpedient in consequence of the abolition of the Council under section 3, 
and the eupon every such law shall have effect subject to the adaptations 
ard nodifications so made. 

9. Power to construe laws.-- Notwithstanding that no 1 provision for 
insufficient provision has been made under section 8 for the adaptation or 
modification of a law made before the commencement of this Act, any court, 
tribunal or authority required or empowered to enforce such law may 
construe the law in such manner, without affecting the substance, as may be 
necessary or proper on account of the abolition of the Council , in regard to 
the matter before the court, tribunal or authority. 
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Section ili 


கேரள அரசு . 


சட்டத்துறை . 


விளம்பரம் . 


எண் . 1690/ டி 1 /69/சட்டம் . 

திருவனந்தபுரம் , 1969 மார்ச் 26 

1891 சைத்ரா 5 
கேரள சட்டப்பேரவையின் கீழ்க்காணும் சட்டம் பொதுத்தகவ லுக்கொ . 
இதனால் பிரசுரிக்கப்படு கிறது . சட்டசபையினால் நிறைவேற்றப்பட்ட 
மசோதாவுக்கு 1969 மார்ச் 25- ம் நாளன்று மாநிலத்தலைவரது அங்கோரம் 
கிடைக்கப்பெற்றது . 

மாநிலத்தலைவர் ஆணைப்படி . 
பி . சங்குணி மேனோன் , 
சட்ட இணைச் செயலர் . 


The Kerala Pancbayats (Amendment) 

Act , 1969 ( Act 13 of 1969 ) 

1969- ன் 13 -வது சட்டம் . 
1969- ன் கேரள பஞ்சாயத்து (திருத்த) சட்டம் 
1960- ன் கேரள பஞ்சாயத்துச் சட்டத்தினை மேலும் திருத்துவதற்கான 


ஒரு சட்டம் . 


பீடிகை.- கீழ்க்காணும் நோக்கங்களுக்காக 1960- ன் கேரள பஞ்சாயத்துச் 
சட்டத்தினை மேலும் திருத்துவது உ.சிதமென்பதால் , 

இந்தியக்குடியரசின் இருபதாவது வருடத்தில் இது கீழ்க்கண்டவாறு 
சட்டமாக்கப்படட்டும் , 

1. சுருக்கத்தலைப்பும் தொடக்கமும்.- (1 ) இச்சட்டம் 1969 - ன் கேரள 
பஞ்சாயத்து (திருத்தச்) சட்டம் என்று அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) 66 ஏ . எனும் புதிய பிரிவினைப் புகுத்துதல் சம்பந்தப்பட்டவரையில் 
இச்சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 3 , இம்மாநிலத்தின் திரு- கொச்சி பகுதிகளில் 1951 ஆகஸ்டு 
15 - ம் நாள் அன்றும் , 1956 - ன் மாநில சீரமைப்புச் சட்டத்தின் ( 1956 - ன் 37 - வது 
மத்தியச் சட்டம் ) பிரிவு 5 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு (2 )-ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட " மலபார் 
மாவட்டத்தில் அடங்கியுள்ள பகுதிகளில் 1958 ஏப்ரல் முதல் நாள் அன்றும் 
அமலில் வந்திருப்பதாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . இச்சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகள் 
உடனடி அமலில் வரும் . 

G. 1463 
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2 . பிரிவு 66- ன் திருத்தம்.- ( இதன் பின்னர் முதற் சட்டம் என்று 
குறிப்பிடப்படுகின்ற ) 1960 - ன் கேரள பஞ்சாயத்துச் சட்டத்தின் ( 1960 - ன் 32) 
பிரிவு 66 - ல் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2 ) எப்போதும் விடுதல் செய்யப்பட்டிருப்பதாகக் 
கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 

3. 66 ஏ . மற்றும் 6 பி எனும் புதிய பிரிவுகள் புகுத்தப்படல் - முதற் 
சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 66 - க்குப் பின்னர் கீழ்க்காணும் பிரி கள் புகுத்தப்பட 
வேண்டும் . அவையாவன: 

66 ஏ . நில மேல்வரி.- இச்சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளுக்குட்பட்டு . ஒரு 
பஞ்சாயத்து பகுதியிலுள்ள, கெசற்றில் விளம்பரத்தினால் அரசாங்கம் பொது 
நலனுக்காகத் தவிர்க்கக்கூடிய ஏதேணம் நிலம் அல்லது நிலவரியின் பிரிவு 
தவிரவுள்ள ஒவ்வொரு நிலத்திற்கும் அந்த நிலத்தின் மொத்தவிலையின் பதினாறின் 
ஒன்று சதமானம் நிரக்கில் நிலமேல்வரி சுமத்தப்பட வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் 
- அவ்வாறு சுமத்தப்பட்ட மேல்வரி நிலத்தின் சொந்தக்கார்ரால் நல்கப்பட 
வேண்டும் . - 

எனினும் இந்தத் துணைப்பிரிவில் அடங்கியுள்ள எதுவும் , 1962 ஜனுவர் 
முதல் நாளுக்கு முன்னர் எந்த கால அளவில் அந்தப் பஞ்சாயத்துப் பகுதியில் 
அவ்வாறு மேல்வரி சுமத்தப்படவில்லையோ அந்த குறிப்பிட்ட 

அளவு 
சம்பந்தமாக ஏதேனும் பஞ்சாயத்துப் பகுதியில் நிலமேல்வரியினைச் சுமத்த 
அதிகாரப்படுத்துவதாகக் கருதப்படக்கூடாது . 

( 2 ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1)-ன் நோக்கத்திற்காக நிலங்களில் மொத்த விலையினை 
நிர்ணயிக்கும் முறைகளை வகை செய்கின்ற விதிகளை அரசு உண்டுபண்ணலாம் . 

66. பி . இந்தப் பிரிவின் தொடக்கத்திற்கு முன்னர் ஏற்கனவே நல்கப் 
பட்டுள்ள அல்லது வசூலிக்கப்பட்டுள்ள மேல்வரியினைச் சரிக்கட்டல்.- ( 1) 
ஏதேனும் நீதிமன்றத்தின் ஏதேனும் தீர்ப்பு , தீர்ப்புச்சுருக்கம் அல்லது 
உத்தரவு உள்ளபோதிலும் , முதலில் சட்டமாக்கப்பட்ட இச்சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 
66 - ன் ணைப்பிரிவு ( 2 )-ன் கீழ் அல்லது 1920- ன் சென்னை மாவட்ட போர்டுகள் 
சட்டம் (1920 - ன் 14-வது சென்னைச் சட்டம்) , 1950- ன் சென்னை கிராமப் 
பஞ்சாயத்து சட்டம் ( 1950 - ன் 10) மற்றும் 1950 - ன் திரு - கொச்சி பஞ்சாயத்துச் 
சட்டத்தின் ( 1950- ன் 2 -வது திரு - கொச்சிச் சட்டம் ) ஆகியவற்றில் இதற் 
கிணையான ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் , இப்பிரிவின் தொடக்கத்திற்கு முன்னர் , பிரிவு 
66 ஏ - ன் தொடக்கத்திற்குப் பின்னர் அதிகரித்துள்ள அல்லது அதிகரித்துள்ள 
தாகப் பொருள் கொள்ளப்பட்ட நிலமேல்வரி இனத்தில் நல்கப்பட்டுள்ளதாக 
அல்லது வசூலிக்கப்பட்டுள்ளதாகப் பொருள் கொள்ளப்பட்ட நில மேல்வரி மேற் 
சொன்ன பிரிவு 66 ஏ - ன் கீழ் அந்த நிலம் சம்பந்தமாக நல்கவேண்டிய நில மேல் 
வரியினத்தில் சரிக்கட்டப்படும் : 
க (2 ) முதலில் ட்டமாக்கப்பட்ட இச்சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 66; ன் துணைப் 
பிரிவு ( 2)-ன் கீழ் அல்லது துணைப்பிரிவு (1 )-ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டுள்ள ஏனைய 
சட்டங்களில் அதற்கிணையான ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் செலுத்தப்பட்ட அல்லது 
வசூலிக்கப்பட்ட நில மேல்வரித்தொகை பிரிவு 66 ஏ - யின் கீழ் நல்கவேண்டிய 
திலமேல்வரிக்கு மிகுந்துள்ள தாயின் அந்த மேல்வரி நல்கியுள்ளவருக்கு 
மிகுதியான தொகை திரும்ப அளிக்கப்படும் . பிரிவு 66 ஏ - யின் கீழ் பஞ்சாயத்துக் 
குரிய தொகை முதலில் சட்டமாக்கப்பட்ட அந்தச் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 66 - ன் 
துணைப்பிரிவு (2 )-ன் கீழ் அல்லது துணைப்பிரிவு (1 )-ன் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட ஏனைய 


* சட்டங்களில் அதற்கிணையான ஏற்பாடுகளின் 3 நல்கப்பட்டிருக்கவேண்டிய 
தொகைக்கு மிகையாக இருக்குமாயின் , இந்தப் பிரிபின் தொடக்கம்வரையுள்ளா 
காலத்திற்கான வித்தியாசம் தேவைப்படவோ அல்லது வசூலிக்கப்படவோ 
கூடாது . 

( 3 ) மிகுதியாக செலுத்தப்பட்டுள்ள அல்லது வசூலிக்கப்பட்டுள்ள நில 
மேல் வரியினைத் திரும்பப் பெற துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2 )-ன் கீழ் உரிமையுடைய ஏதேனும் 
நபர் , இச்சட்டத்தின் கீழ் நல்கப்படவேண்டிய நிலமேல் வரியினைச் சுமத்திய 
உத்தரவு அவருக்கு தெரிவிக்கப்பட்ட தேதியிலிருந்து தொண்ணுறு நாட்களுக்குள் 
நிருவாக அதிகாரிக்கு விண்ணப்பிக்கலாம் என்பதுடன் அதன் பின்னர் பணம் 
திரும்பப்பெறுவதற்குரிய எந்த உரிமை கோரலும் ஒத்துக்கொள்ளப்படக் 
கூடாது . 

பிரிவு 117- ன் திருத்தம் .-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 117- ல் கீழ்க் 
காணும் காப்பு வாசகம் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 

" எனினும் பிரிவு 66 பி - ன் தொடக்கத்திற்கு முன்னர் உள்ள 
அளவிற்கு பிரிவு 66 ஏ - ன் கீழ் சுமத்தப்பட்ட நில மேல்வரியினை வசூலிக்கும் 
நோக்கத்திற்காக அந்தத் தேதியிலிருந்து மூன்று வருட காலம் முடிவதற்கு 
முன்னர் ஜப்தி , சிவில் வழக்கு அல்லது குற்றச் சாட்டு எந்த நேரத்திலும் 
மேற்கொள்ளலாம் . 


4 . 


கால 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Section iv 


Public Works ( Transport B ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O , Rt. 1093 /69/PW , 

Dated , Trigandrum , 6th September 1969. 
S. R. O. No. 336 /69. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1963 (24 of 1963) and in 
partial modification of Notification (9) No. 18998 /63 / PW / TB2dated 
28th June 1963 published as S. R. O. No. 612/63 in the Gazette 
Extraordinary of the same date, the Government of Kerala hereby order that 
the tax for the quarter ending 30-9-1969 in respect of vehicles K.L.E. 4535 
and K. L. E. 5178 belonging to the Motor Workers Co-operative Society 
Limited No. K. 28, Thodupuzha shall be paid on or before 15-9-1969 . 

By order of the Governor , 
IN . DIVAKARA KURUP , 

Assistant Secretary . 


G. 1806 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works ( Transport- B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. 1070 /69/PW . 

Dated , Tridandrum ,1st Sipten.ber 1969 
S. R. O. No. 337 /69. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 
22 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act , 1963 (24 of 1963) and 
in partial modification of Notification (9 ). No. 18998 /63/PW /TB2 dated 
23-6-1963 published as S. R. O. No. 612/63 in the Gazette extraordinary of 
the same date, the Government of Kerala hereby order that the tax for the 
quarter ending 30-9-1969 in respect of Vehicles K.L. C. Nos. 594, 595, 
1610 , 1785 , 1799, 2016 , 2212 , 2340 , 2612 and 2844 belonging to the Srce 
Rama Bus Service, Tellicherry shall be paid on or before 15-9-1969. 

By order of the Governor , 
N. DIVAKARA KURUP, 

Assistant Secretary 


G. 1996B 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. 1078 /69/PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 2nd September 1969. 
S. R. O.No. 338 /69. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1963 ( 24 of 1963) and in 
partial modification of Notification ( 9 ) No. 18998 /63 /PW /TB2 dated 
28-6-1963 published as S. R. O. No.612/63 in the Gazette extra - ordinary of 
the same date , the Government of Kerala hereby order that the tax for the 
quarter ending 30-9-1969 in respect of Vehicles KLD . No.710 , 2456 , 5719, 
7630 , 2474, and 3113 and KLC . 2187 belonging to the Punchiri Motor 
Service, Badagara shall be paid on or before 15-9-1969. 

By order of the Governor, 
N. DIVAKARA KURUP, 

Assistant Secretary. 


G. 1796A 


